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THE  POLICE  COMMISSION 

OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

January  27,  1 995 


Harry  W.  Low,  President 
The  Police  Commission 
850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Re:  Presentation  of  1994  Annual  Report 

Dear  Judge  Low: 

I am  pleased  to  present  the  1994  Annual  Report  to  the  Commission  for  review.  This  report 
is  significant  in  that  this  is  the  earliest  date  for  presenting  an  annual  report  since  I have  been 
with  the  OCC.  It  is  also  significant  since  we  are  still  producing  these  reports  piece-meal, 
mostly  by  hand.  Of  great  pride  to  the  staff  of  the  OCC,  is  the  fact  that  despite  the  personnel 
issues  which  could  have  adversely  impacted  the  agency,  we  were  able  to  bring  the  cases 
pending,  or  backlog,  down  to  the  lowest  level  in  several  years.  (Graph,  pg.  2) 

In  reviewing  the  report,  the  total  complaints  received  in  1994  is  just  three  less  than  in  1993. 
We  nearly  doubled  the  number  of  cases  closed  during  the  year  at  1232.  The  sustained  case 
numbers  dropped  from  last  year’s  best  ever,  primarily  because  of  our  push  to  attain  a more 
manageable  caseload.  Provided  that  our  staffing  is  maintained  at  an  adequate  level  for  the  size 
of  the  Police  Department,  I am  certain  we  will  realize  significant  improvement  in  this  area. 

The  significant  breakdown  of  complaint  information  for  the  Department  can  be  found  on  pages 
3 and  4.  The  graphs  on  pages  5 and  6 depict  the  numbers  of  complaints  received  by  each 
district  station  compared  to  the  previous  year.  The  graph  on  page  7 is  a Department- wide 
breakdown  of  allegations  by  percentage.  Pages  8 through  19  contain  statistics  and  other 
information  on  closed  cases.  There  are  four  policy  recommendations  included  in  this  report 
for  the  4th  quarter. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  should  there  be  any  questions  concerning  this  report. 
Very  truly  yours. 


John  Parker 
Interim  Director 


cc:  Members  of  the  Police  Commission 

555  SEVENTH  STREET,  ROOM  252,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103-4732  • TELEPHONE  (415)  553-1407  • FAX:  (415)  553-1192 
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Comprehensive  Statistical  Report 
from  Jan.  1,  1994  through  Dec.  31,  1994 


Year  to  date  totals 

FIRST 

SECOND 

THIRD 

DEC 

FOURTH 

YTD 

QUARTER 

QUARTER 

QUARTER 

QUARTER 

TOTAL 

Number  of  Cases  Received 

266 

228 

297 

76 

243 

1034 

Total  Mergers/Voids  1994 

(7) 

(1) 

(8) 

(3) 

(7) 

(23) 

Adjusted  Nr.  of  Cases  Received 

259 

227 

289 

73 

236 

1011 

Number  of  1992  Cases  Closed 

1 

1 

15 

0 

8 

25 

Number  of  1993  Cases  Closed 

343 

86 

36 

10 

29 

494 

Number  of  1994  Cases  Closed 

40 

231 

245 

74 

197 

713 

Total  Number  of  Cases  Closed 

384 

318 

296 

84 

234 

1232 

Number  of  1992  Cases  Pending 

24 

23 

8 

3 

3 

3 

Number  of  1993  Cases  Pending 

142 

56 

20 

11 

11 

11 

Number  of  1994  Cases  Pending 

219 

215 

259 

297 

297 

297 

Total  Number  of  Cases  Pending 

385 

294 

287 

311 

311 

311 

Total  Info.  Only  1994 

8 

41 

32 

8 

37  _ 

118 

Number  of  Cases  Sustained 

10 

14 

15 

14 

26 

65 

HOW  COMPLAINTS  ARE  RECEIVED 


DATE:  01/01/1994  TO  12/31/1994 
MONTH  IN  PERSON 

PHONE 

MAIL 

SFPD 

MAYOR 

OTHER 

TOTALS 

January 

36 

7 

18 

4 

0 

9 

74 

February 

36 

10 

15 

4 

0 

8 

73 

March 

51 

11 

32 

10 

0 

15 

119 

TOTAL  1ST  QUARTER 

123 

28 

65 

18 

0 

32 

266 

April 

31 

8 

8 

7 

0 

11 

65 

May 

41 

10 

19 

8 

0 

4 

82 

June 

39 

12 

16 

5 

0 

9 

81 

TOTAL  2ND  QUARTER 

111 

30 

43 

20 

0 

24 

228 

July 

33 

8 

22 

9 

0 

9 

81 

August 

45 

9 

23 

12 

0 

6 

95 

September 

50 

11 

35 

10 

0 

15 

121 

TOTAL  3RD  QUARTER 

128 

28 

80 

31 

0 

30 

297 

October 

45 

6 

18 

11 

0 

4 

84 

November 

40 

7 

21 

8 

0 

7 

83 

December 

37 

7 

20 

4 

0 

8 

76 

TOTAL  4TH  QUARTER 

122 

20 

59 

23 

0 

19 

243 

YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 

484 

106 

247 

92 

0 

105 

1034 
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1994  Pending  Complaint  Level 
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Complaints  by  District  Station 


1 993/1 994  4th  Quarter  Comparison 


A-CENTRAL 

B-SOUTHERN 

C-POTRERO 

D-MISSION 

E-NORTHERN 

F-PARK 

G-RICHMOND 

H-INGLESIDE 

I-TARAVAL 

J-TENDERLOIN 


| 4th  Qtr  ’93  4th  Qtr  '94 


5 


Complaints  by  District  Station 

A-CENTRAL 
B-SOUTHERN 
C-POTRERO 
D-MISSION 
E-NORTHERN 
F-PARK 
G-RICHMOND 
H-INGLESIDE 
I -TAR  AVAL 
J-TENDERLOIN 

0 20  40  60  80  100  120  140 

| 1993  jj|  1994 


1993/1994  Comparison 
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Allegations  by  Percentage 

1993/1994  Comparison 


CRD  '3.6% 


UA  35.8% 


1993 


1994 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 

TOTAL  ALLEGATIONS  CLOSED  FROM  01/01/1994  TO  12/31/1994 


ALLEGATIONS  SUSTAINED 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 

YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


POLICY  TRAINING 

SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


ALLEGATIONS  NOT  SUSTAINED 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS 


POLICY  TRAINING 

D SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


36  60  58  51  11 

68  60  64  77  10 

58  84  44  42  3 

42  45  33  48  5 


2 50 

2 53 

3 70 

1 36 


268  1 

334  2 

304  0 

210  0 


0 269 

0 336 

0 304 

0 210 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


204  249  199  218 


ALLEGATIONS  UNFOUNDED 


POLICY  TRAINING 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS  D SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER  23 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER  31 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER  19 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER  7 


18  18  46  7 0 

24  18  36  1 2 

24  20  26  5 0 

21  12  19  4 0 


6 118  0 

4 116  0 

5 99  0 

6 69  0 


0 118 

0 116 

0 99 

0 69 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL  80  87  68  127  17  2 21  402 


402 


ALLEGATIONS  FOUND  TO  BE  PROPER  CONDUCT 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS 


POLICY  TRAINING 
D SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE 


TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


17  155  3 30  0 

20  178  11  38  0 

14  167  8 47  0 

9 124  5 46  0 


209  3 

249  7 

237  4 

185  3 


0 212 

0 256 

0 • 241 

0 188 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


60  624  27  161 


0 


17  0 897 


OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 

TOTAL  ALLEGATIONS  CLOSED  FROM  01/01/1994  TO  12/31/1994 


ALLEGATIONS  IN  WHICH  NO  FINDING  UAS  THE  DISPOSITION 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS  D 


POLICY  TRAINING. 

SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


11  4 6 7 

8 12  9 1 

2 16  5 7 

26  28  7 13 


*1  0 5 34 

2 0 2 34 

0 0 4 34 

1 0 9 84 


0 0 34 

0 0 34 

0 0 34 

0 0 84 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


47  60  27  28/  4 0 20 


186 


0 


ALLEGATIONS  WHICH  WERE  WITHDRAWN 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS 


POLICY  TRAINING 

D SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


7 3 4 4 1 
12  110 
0 5 4 3 0 
2 9 2 1 0 


11  9 1 


0 0 19 

0 0 5 

0 2 14 

0 1 15 


0 3 53 


0 0 19 
0 0 5 
'0  0 14 
0 0 15 


0 0 53 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


10 


19 


SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETUi 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

.|  DATE 

| DATE 

| REMAJR.KS 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

2 I 

CRD 

| 01/12/90 

| 02/30/91 

| 07/23/91 

| Not  Sust.  (OCCDB) 

UA 

| 01/12/90 

1 02/22/91 

| 07/23/91 

| Admonished 

4 | 

D 

| 01/16/90 

| 06/18/90 

| 08/20/90 

| Admonished 

1 | 

ND 

| 01/16/90 

| 10/23/90 

| 03/13/91 

| Admonished 

1 | 

UF,UA.CRD 

| 01/20/90 

| 01/07/92 

| 11/06/92 

| 20  days  suspension;  15  days 

| 01/20/90 

| not  imposed(Commission) 

1 | 

UA 

| 01/23/90 

| 01/14/91 

| 03/23/93 

| Not  Sustained 

UA 

| 01/23/90 

1"  " 

7 | 

D 

| 01/24/90 

| 01/02/91 

| 04/10/91 

| Ins.Evidence  by  chief 

2 I 

D 

L 01/26/90 

| 07/15/92 

| 10/17/91 

| Proper  Conduct  by  Chief 

7 | 

D,UA 

| 01/29/90 

| 10/31/90 

| 01/31/91 

| Counselled  & Admonished 

2 I 

UF 

| 01/30/90 

| 07/19/91 

| 05/12/93 

| 2days  susp.held  in  abey. 

4 | 

D,ND 

| 01/31/90 

| 11/08/90 

| 07/23/91 

| Admonished 

2 I 

UA 

| 02/01/90 

| 01/10/91 

| 09/10/91 

| Retraining 

2 I 

UA 

| 02/05/90 

| 05/31/91 

| 11/29/91 

| Proper  Conduct(OCCDB) 

3 1 

ND 

| 02/07/90 

| 10/01/90 

| 12/28/90 

| Admonishement 

2 I 

UF 

| 02/07/90 

| 12/10/90 

| 01/08/92 

| Not  Sust.  by  Commission 

1 | 

CRD 

| 02/80/90 

| 10/23/90 

| 03/22/91 

| Counselled 

2 I 

UA,ND 

| 02/09/90 

| 11/16/90 

| 03/13/91 

| Admonishment/Retraining 

1 | 

CRD 

| 02/12/90 

| 01/18/91 

| 01/25/91 

| Member  retired, 01/04/91 

3 1 

UF 

| 02/20/90 

| 08/09/91 

| 10/26/92 

| Proper  Conduct  by  Chief 

2 I 

CRD 

| 02/17/90 

| 11/29/90 

| 03/13/91 

| Admonishment/Retraining 

3 1 

Policy 

| 02/22/90 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 | 

UA 

| 02/28/90 

| 05/28/91 

| 11/01/91 

| Insf.Evidence  by  Chief 

x I 

UF,D 

| 02/26/90 

| 09/13/91 

| 10/26/92 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

4 I 

ND 

| 03/05/90 

| 10/29/90 

| 01/31/91 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

ND.ND 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

2 I 

UF 

| 03/14/90 

| 07/30/91 

| 11/05/92 

| Not  Sust.Retrain.  Chief 

1 | 

Policy 

| 03/15/90 

| Policy  Recommendation 

3 1 

ND 

| 03/21/90 

| 09/13/91 

| 04/10/92 

| Admonished 

1 | 

D 

| 03/23/90 

| 01/10/92 

| 02/03/92 

| Admonished 

1 | 

ND 

| 03/28/90 

| 07/27/90 

| 11/21/90 

| Admonished 

1 | 

UF 

| 03/28/90 

| 06/21/91 

| 06/27/91 

| No  Charges  MCD  (OCCDB) 

2 I 

D,NDx2 

| 03/28/90 

| 12/20/91 

| 06/26/92 

| Written  Reprimand  x 2 

x I 

ND 

| No  MCD  Dispo  (OCCDB) 

1 | 

CRD 

| 04/02/90 

| 01/10/92 

| 06/16/92 

| 5 day  suspension 

1 | 

ND 

| 04/03/90 

| 09/03/91 

| 12/12/91 

| Reprimand 

? | 

UA 

| 04/13/90 

| 10/11/91 

| 12/12/91 

Retraining 

1 | 

UA 

| 04/07/90 

| 07/17/90 

| 05/31/91 

| Not  Sustained 

1 | 

Policy 

| 04/06/90 

| Policy  Recommendation 

2 I 

ND 

| 04/12/90 

| 11/19/91 

| 06/02/94 

| Admonished 

. 


. 


SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETH| 

1 

SUSTND 

ALLEG. 

| COMP-I  DATE 
| DATE  | MCD 

| DATE 
| RETD 

| REMARKS 

1 

1 

2 1 

CRD 

| 01/12/90 

| 02/30/91 

| 07/23/91 

| Not  Sust.  (OCCDB) 

1 

UA 

| 01/12/90 

| 02/22/91 

| 07/23/91 

| Admonished 

1 

4 1 

D 

| 01/16/90 

| 06/18/90 

| 08/20/90 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 01/16/90 

| 10/23/90 

| 03/13/91 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

UF.UA.CRD 

| 01/20/90 

| 01/07/92 

| 11/06/92 

| 20  days  suspension;  15  days 

1 

| 01/20/90 

| not  imposed(  Commission) 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 01/23/90 

| 01/14/91 

| 03/23/93 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

UA 

| 01/23/90 

1 

1 

7 I 

D 

| 01/24/90 

| 01/02/91 

| 04/10/91 

| Ins.Evidence  by  chief 

2 I 

D 

| 01/26/90 

| 07/15/92 

| 10/17/91 

| Proper  Conduct  by  Chief 

1 

7 | 

D,UA 

| 01/29/90 

| 10/31/90 

| 01/31/91 

| Counselled  & Admonished 

1 

2 I 

UF 

| 01/30/90 

| 07/19/91 

| 05/12/93 

[ 2days  susp.held  in  abey. 

1 

4 | 

DJ4D 

| 01/31/90 

| 11/08/90 

| 07/23/91 

| Admonished 

1 

2 I 

UA 

| 02/01/90 

| 01/10/91 

| 09/10/91 

| Retraining 

1 

2 | 

UA 

| 02/05/90 

| 05/31/91 

| 11/29/91 

| Proper  Conduct(OCCDB) 

1 

3 I 

ND 

| 02/07/90 

| 10/01/90 

| 12/28/90 

| Admonishement 

1 

2 I 

UF 

| 02/07/90 

| 12/10/90 

| 01/08/92 

| Not  Sust.  by  Commission 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 02/80/90 

| 10/23/90 

| 03/22/91 

| Counselled 

1 

2 I 

UA,ND 

| 02/09/90 

| 11/16/90 

| 03/13/91 

| Admonishment/Retraining 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 02/12/90 

| 01/18/91 

| 01/25/91 

| Member  retired, 01/04/91 

1 

3 I 

UF 

| 02/20/90 

| 08/09/91 

| 10/26/92 

| Proper  Conduct  by  Chief 

1 

2 I 

CRD 

| 02/17/90 

| 11/29/90 

| 03/13/91 

| Admonishment/Retraining 

1 

3 I 

Policy 

| 02/22/90 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 02/28/90 

| 05/28/91 

| 11/01/91 

| Insf.Evidence  by  Chief 

1 

X | 

UF,D 

| 02/26/90 

| 09/13/91 

| 10/26/92 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

1 

4 | 

ND 

| 03/05/90 

| 10/29/90 

| 01/31/91 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

1 

ND,ND 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

1 

2 I 

UF 

| 03/14/90 

| 07/30/91 

| 11/05/92 

| Not  Sust.Retrain.  Chief 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 03/15/90 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

3 I 

ND 

| 03/21/90 

| 09/13/91 

| 04/10/92 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 03/23/90 

| 01/10/92 

| 02/03/92 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 03/28/90 

| 07/27/90 

| 11/21/90 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

UF 

| 03/28/90 

| 06/21/91 

| 06/27/91 

| No  Charges  MCD  (OCCDB) 

1 

2 I 

D,NDx2 

| 03/28/90 

| 12/20/91 

| 06/26/92 

| Written  Reprimand  x 2 

1 

x I 

ND 

| No  MCD  Dispo  (OCCDB) 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 04/02/90 

| 01/10/92 

| 06/16/92 

| 5 day  suspension 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 04/03/90 

| 09/03/91 

| 12/12/91 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 

UA 

| 04/13/90 

| 10/11/91 

| 12/12/91 

| Retraining 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 04/07/90 

| 07/17/90 

| 05/31/91 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 04/06/90 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 04/12/90 

| 11/19/91 

| 06/02/94 

| Admonished 

1 

SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


SUSTND 

ALLEG. 


Policy 

D 

ND 

ND/ND 
ND/ND 
UF,UA,CRD 
X 3,ND  X2 
CRD,ND,ND 
D 


ND 

UF.ND  x 3 
UFx2,NDx3 
UF.ND/ND 
ND 


COMP. 

DATE 

04/16/90 

04/23/90 

04/25/90 

04/25/90 

05/30/90 

04/30/90 

05/02/90 

05/30/90 

05/05/90 


05/12/90 

05/23/90 

05/21/90 

05/24/90 

06/05/90 

06/08/90 

06/13/90 

06/14/90 

06/20/90 


DATE 

MCD 

01/23/91 

01/10/91 

07/21//92 

03/23/92 

11/21/90 

12/19/91 

07/15/91 

09/18/91 


10/14/92 

10/14/92 

05/16/91 

12/17/91 

01/10/92 

07/27/90 

11/08/91 

08/09/91 

06/25/91 


| 06/25/90 
| 06/25/90 
| 06/26/90 
| 07/12/90 
| 07/12/90 
| 07/27/90 
| 08/12/90 


10/01/90 

04/28/93 

08/09/91 

01/18/91 

05/16/91 

01/12/91 

03/13/92 


DATE 

RETD 

05/02/91 

02/03/92 

05/03/93 

03/31/92 

04/23/91 

12/31/91 

10/08/91 

01/21/93 


11/12/92 

08/11/93 

06/25/91 

07/20/92 

11/12/92 

11/21/90 

01/22/92 

09/12/91 

01/25/94 


12/28/90 

03/09/94 

10/17/91 

07/23/91 

06/25/91 

02/03/92 

05/07/92 


Not  Sustained 
Written  Reprimand 
Admonished 
Policy  Recommendation 
Not  Sustained 
Written  Reprimand 
Discipl.  Hearing  X 2 
Not  Sustained 
90  day  susp.  (per  MCD) 

Retired  (per  MCD) 

Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

1 day  suspension 

Admonished 

Reprimand 

Reprimand 

P.  Conduct  by  Chief 

Admonished 

Admonished 

Insuf.Evidence 

Charges  Dismissed 

Charges  Dismissed 

Dismissed/Poi.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Dismissed/Poi.Failure 

Pol.Failure/Pol.Failure 

Admonished 

Sustained  - Retrained 

Reprimand 

Reprimand 

Admonished 

Admonished 

1 day  suspension 


■ 

SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

| DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

1 

l | 

UA,UF,D 

| 08/06/90 

| 07/02/91 

| 05/07/92 

| P.  Conduct  per  Chief 

UA,UF,D 

| P.  Conduct  per  Chief 

1 

1 | 

UA,ND,UA 

| 08/07/90 

| 04/03/91 

| 11/06/92 

| Admonishment/Retraining 

1 

ND.ND 

| Admonished 

1 

4 1 

ND 

| 08/14/90 

| 01/03/91 

| 04/10/91 

| Not  Sust.  by  Chief 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 08/27/90 

1 — 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 I 

D 

| 08/28/90 

| 10/15/91 

| 12/12/91 

| Admonished 

1 

5 | 

ND  _ 

| 08/31/90 

| 05/10/91 

| 06/25/91 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 08/31/90 

1 -- 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 09/04/90 

| 01/10/92 

| 04/05/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

2 I 

UA/UA 

| 09/04/90 

| 05/11/92 

| 06/16/92 

| P.  Conduct  per  Chief 

1 

2 I 

ND.ND 

| 09/10/90 

| 05/10/91 

| 09/10/91 

| Retraining 

1 

1 | 

UF 

| 09/26/90 

| 10/05/93 

| 11/24/93 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

7 | 

Policy 

| 10/02/90 

1 -- 

1 “7 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

5 1 

UF,ND 

| 10/05/90 

| 05/19/92 

| 11/19/92 

| Insuf.  Evidence 

1 

5 | 

ND/ND 

| 10/05/90 

| 05/19/92 

| 11/19/92 

| Admonished/Admonished 

1 

2 I 

UA 

| 10/09/90 

| 08/26/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Admonished 

1 

2 I 

UF 

| 10/11/90 

| 09/24/92 

| 03/19/93 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

2 I 

UF 

| 10/15/90 

| 12/17/91 

| 03/02/93 

| 5 day  suspension 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 10/18/90 

| 09/14/92 

| 03/05/93 

| Admonished  x 2(Per  MCD) 

1 

ND/Policy 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 10/26/90 

1 -- 

1 

1 

1 

2 I 

UF,ND,ND 

| 11/21/90 

| 12/16/91 

| 11/06/92 

| 90  day  Suspension 

1 

ND 

| Reprimand 

1 

2 I 

ND.CRD 

| 11/02/90 

| 01/18/91 

| 04/10/91 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 11/07/90 

| 01/18/91 

| 04/17/91 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

ND/ND 

| 11/13/90 

| 07/23/92 

| 08/12/92 

| Admonished/Admonished 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 11/26/90 

| 04/05/91 

| 08/14/91 

| Reprimand 

1 

1/1  | 

UF/UF 

| 11/27/90 

| 01/10/92 

| 11/23/92 

| Insuf.  Evidence 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 12/04/90 

| 12/23/92 

| 05/24/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 12/07/90 

| 03/09/92 

| 03/16/92 

| Policy  Failure 

1 

1 | 

UF,D 

| 11/26/90 

| 04/02/91 

| 11/06/92 

| Not  Sust./Admonish. 

1 

2 I 

UA 

| 12/17/90 

| 07/15/91 

| 07/23/91 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 12/18/90 

| 01/23/93 

| 01/20/94 

| 1 day  disc.  Suspension 

1 

X/l  | 

CRD,ND 

| 12/18/90 

| 05/04/92 

| 03/02/93 

| Disc.  Written  Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 12/19/90 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

x I 

UA  x 3 

| 12/26/90 

| 09/19/91 

| 01/21/92 

| Proper  Conduct/Retrained 

1 

1 | 

ND/ND 

| 01/04/91 

| 07/10/92 

| 11/16/92 

| Reprimand/Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

UF2.CRD 

| 01/08/91 

| 04/23/91 

| 07/19/91 

| Sustained 

1 

ND2.D2 

1 

1 

ND/ND 

1 

SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETH| 

1 

SUSTND 

ALLEG. 

| COMP 
| DATE 

| DATE 
| MCD 

| DATE 
| RETD 

| REMARKS 

1 

1 

x I 

UA 

| 01/09/91 

| 09/19/91 

| 01/21/92 

| Proper  Conduct/Retrained 

T | 

ND 

| 01/23/91 

| 04/21/92 

| ??? 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 01/11/91 

| 07/16/91 

| 09/10/91 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

CRD/ND 

| 01/15/91 

| 03/05/93 

| 10/05/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

ND,ND 

| 01/17/91 

| 07/31/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Retraining/Not  Sust. 

1 

2 I 

CRD/CRD 

| 01/18/91 

| 12/23/92 

| 02/24/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

CRD 

1 

2 I 

D 

| 01/18/91 

| 09/16/92 

| 09/21/92 

| Reprimand 

1 

4 I 

ND 

| 01/23/91 

| 08/13/91 

| 04/10/92 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 01/25/91 

1 -- 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

5 I 

D 

| 01/25/91 

| 05/13/92 

| 08/27/92 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 01/30/91 

| 09/22/92 

| 11/13/92 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 02/12/91 

| 07/31/92 

| 09/15/92 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

2 I 

CRD 

| 03/13/91 

| 07/27/92 

| 11/05/92 

| Reprimand 

1 

? | 

Policy 

| 03/12/91 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

x I 

UF,ND/ND 

| 03/18/91 

| 07/22/91 

| 08/31/92 

| 60  days  susp.X  2 

1 

UF.ND 

| 60  days  susp.(Per  MCD) 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 03/20/91 

| 01/20/93 

| 08/25/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

UA,D,CRD 

| 03/27/91 

| 09/03/91 

| 11/06/92 

| Not  Sus.  by  Commission 

1 

2 I 

ND,UA 

| 04/02/91 

| 01/28/93 

| 06/17/93 

| Admonishment  x 2 

1 

2 | 

ND,UA 

1 

| Admonishment  x 2 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 04/16/91 

| 09/10/92 

| 03/02/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

4 1 

Policy 

| 04/18/91 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 05/07/91 

| 09/23/92 

| 04/19/93 

| 1 day  Susp.held  abey. 

1 

3 I 

UF 

| 05/05/91 

| 06/25/91 

| 08/31/92 

| 60  day  suspension 

1 

D 

| 06/25/91 

| 10/11/91 

| 60  day  suspension 

1 

1/1  | 

D 

| 05/08/91 

| 07/17/92 

| 07/27/92 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 05/10/91 

| 10/16/92 

| 03/04/93 

| Retraining 

1 

1 | 

CRD.ND.ND 

| 06/03/91 

| 10/28/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Admonished 

1 

7 | 

ND 

1 

1/1  | 

UA 

| 06/19/91 

| 10/16/91 

| 01/23/92 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

3 1 

Policy 

| 06/24/91 

1 -- 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

D,ND 

| 06/25/91 

| 08/20/91 

| 10/21/91 

| Member  resigned 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 06/15/91 

| 08/09/91 

| 11/08/91 

| Admonished  & Retraining 

1 

? | 

ND 

| 06/26/91 

| 01/21/93 

| 09/03/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 07/03/91 

| 09/10/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 07/12/91 

| 12/17/91 

| 12/31/91 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 

x I 

UA/UA 

| 07/12/91 

| 06/03/92 

| 09/10/92 

| Admonished  & Retraining 

1 

X I 

ND 

| 07/25/91 

| 04/14/93 

| 09/10/93 

| Policy  Failure  per  MCD 

1 

ND 

| Policy  Failure  per  MCD 

1 

3 | 

ND.D 

| 07/23/91 

| 08/26/92 

| 11/06/92 

| 5 days  suspension 

1 

SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

| DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

1.1 

Policy 

| 07/25/91 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

2 | 

ND,ND 

| 07/30/91 

| 01/31/92 

| 06/17/92 

| Written  Reprimand 

2 I 

UF 

| 08/06/91 

| 01/21/93 

| 06/16/94 

| 2 days  susp.  held  in  abeyance 

x I 

ND 

| 08/08/91 

| 12/20/91 

| 03/17/92 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 | 

ND/CRD 

| 08/10/91 

| 05/01/92 

| 03/04/93 

| Admonished/Admonished 

X | 

ND 

1 

| Chiefs  Discipl.Hearing 

3 | 

UA,CRD/ND 

| 08/13/91 

| 04/14/92 

| 06/02/94 

| CRD  Wrtn  Rep/ND  Not  Sus 

" 1 

ND 

| Not  Sustained 

| 

ND,UA,CRD 

1 

| CRD  Wrtn  Rep/ND  Not  Sus 

" 1 

ND,UAx2CRD 

| CRD  Wrtn  Rep/ND  Not  Sus 

1 | 

CRD,RS,UF 

| 08/18/91 

| 04/21/92 

| 10/04/92 

| Member  resigned 

" | 

ND 

1/X  | 

UF,SS,UA 

| 08/19/91 

| 01/17/92 

| 05/19/92 

| Reprimandx2,Chief  Hear. 

1 | 

UA 

| 08/21/91 

| 01/28/92 

| 07/23/92 

| Admonished 

2 I 

ND 

| 08/21/91 

| 10/14/92 

| 03/04/93 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 | 

Policy 

| 08/27/91 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 | 

ND,ND 

| 09/04/91 

| 01/17/92 

| 07/22/92 

| Written  Admonishment 

x I 

UF,D 

| 09/08/91 

| 01/10/92 

| 03/09/94 

| 2 Days  Susp./Transf. 

3 I 

ND 

| 09/03/91 

| 08/26/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Admonished  & Retraining 

1 | 

ND 

| 09/18/91 

| 01/20/93 

| 03/31/93 

| Not  Sustained 

2 I 

ND/ND 

| 09/18/91 

| 12/23/92 

| 03/19/93 

| Not  Sustained 

1 | 

CRD 

| 09/21/91 

| 05/13/92 

| 05/26/93 

| Not  Sustained 

1 | 

UA 

| 10/17/91 

| 08/12/92 

| 09/15/92 

| Admonished  & Retraining 

1 | 

Policy 

| 10/22/91 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 | 

ND/ND 

| 10/24/91 

| 01/28/93 

| 06/03/93 

| Admonished/Admonished 

ND 

| Admonished 

1 | 

CRD 

| 10/24/91 

| 03/16/92 

| 07/20/92 

| Proper  Conduct 

2 I 

ND,ND 

| 10/31/91 

| 06/17/92 

| 09/15/92 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 1 

Policy 

| 11/03/91 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

4 | 

CRD,RS 

| 11/05/91 

| 03/09/92 

| 07/20/92 

| 40  Hour  Suspension 

1 | 

ND 

| 11/13/91 

| 10/26/92 

| 02/19/93 

| Retraining 

1 | 

CRD 

| 11/20/91 

| 08/26/92 

| 11/05/92 

| Admonished 

1 | 

ND 

| 11/20/91 

| 07/15/92 

| 09/09/92 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 | 

Policy 

| 11/25/91 

1 -- 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

2 I 

UF/Policy 

| 12/03/91 

| 10/26/92 

| 11/20/92 

| 5 days  susp./4  in  abey. 

1 | 

CRD 

| 12/09/91 

| 03/17/92 

| 04/10/92 

| Admonished 

2 I 

UF 

| 12/16/91 

| 01/20/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 | 

CRD 

| 12/26/91 

| 05/04/92 

| 07/20/92 

| Admonished 

2 I 

UA 

| 12/31/91 

| 06/03/92 

| 06/10/92 

| Not  Sustained 

3 1 

Policy 

| 01/27/92 

1 — 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

4 | 

ND 

| 01/27/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 08/11/93 

| 1 day  Suspension 

2 

2' 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

1/6 

3 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

2 

1/3 

2 

X 

1 

1 

1 

7 

1 

1 

2 

2 


SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


SUSTND 

| COMP 

| DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

1 

D 

| 01/29/92 

| 06/01/92 

| 07/22/92 

| Admonished 

1 

ND 

| 02/05/92 

| 09/10/92 

| 09/14/92 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

NDJMD,Pol 

| 03/06/92 

| 04/19/93 

| 06/17/94 

| Admonsihed 

1 

ND 

| 02/29/92 

| 11/23/93 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

ND 

| 02/21/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Admonished  - Retrained 

1 

UA 

| 02/25/92 

| 07/19/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Sustained— Retrained 

1 

D 

| 02/26/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 05/28/93 

| Admonished 

1 

1 

Policy 

| 02/27/92 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

Policy 

| 02/26/4 

1 — 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

ND  x 2 

| 03/06/92 

| 05/05/94 

| 06/16/94 

| Retrained 

1 

D,ND(L-1) 

| 03/12/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 03/02/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

ND 

| 03/16/92 

| 04/14/93 

J 05/10/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

UF,UF 

| 03/19/92 

| 07/13/93 

| 01/27/94 

| Unfounded 

1 

D 

| 04/06/92 

| 07/15/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Reprimanded 

1 

ND 

| 04/09/92 

| 09/21/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Admonished 

1 

Policy 

| 04/17/92 

1 -- 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

UF,CRD,ND,ND 

| 04/20/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 08/26/94 

| Reprimand,ND-GO  F-4  only 

1 

ND/ND 

1 

| Other  charges  dismissed 

1 

ND 

| 04/20/92 

| 03/05/93 

| 08/19/94 

| 1 day  susp./  abeyance  1 yr 

1 

Policy 

| 04/27/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

Policy 

| 05/04/92 

1 — 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

CRD 

| 04/29/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Counselling  by  C.O. 

1 

ND/ND 

| 05/06/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 06/15/93 

| Admonished/Admonished 

1 

UA,ND,UA 

| 05/11/92 

| 11/10/94 

| PENDING  MCD 

1 

UA/CRD 

| 05/11/92 

| 05/18/93 

| 09/03/93 

| 1 day  susp. 

1 

ND 

| 05/14/92 

| 01/21/93 

| 10/05/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

D 

| 06/05/92 

| 04/13/93 

| 08/11/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

ND 

| 06/12/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 08/11/93 

| Admonished 

1 

ND 

| 06/12/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 08/11/93 

| Admonished 

1 

UA/CRDx2 

| 06/03/92 

| 01/21/93 

| 05/05/94 

| CRD  Not.Sus/ND  Retrain 

1 

Policy 

| 06/27/92 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

CRD 

| 06/30/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 07/23/93 

| Not  Sustained  (per  MCD) 

1 

CRD 

| 07/06/92 

| 07/28/93 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

D 

| 07/02/92 

| 01/21/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

Policy 

| 07/13/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

ND 

| 08/10/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 01/11/94 

| Admonished 

1 

CRD 

| 08/14/92 

[ 04/13/93 

| 07/23/93 

| Admonished 

1 

UA 

| 08/19/92 

| 03/05/93 

| 06/17/93 

| Admonished 

1 

D 

| 08/25/92 

| 09/28/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Admonished  - Retrained 

1 

D/UA 

1 

1 

SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

| DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

1 

2 1 

Policy 

] 08/31/92 

1 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 09/09/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 02/24/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 09/11/92 

| 03/05/93 

| 05/05/94 

| Admonished 

1 

? 1 

ND 

| 09/13/92 

| 08/03/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Counselling  by  C.O. 

1 

2 I 

UA 

| 09/22/92 

| 10/20/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Admonished 

1 

UA 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 09/23/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

x I 

ND 

| 09/23/92 

| 07/16/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Sustained-Admonished 

1 

4 I 

ND 

| 10/01/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 07/23/93 

| Admonished 

1 

x | 

UA/CRD/ND 

| 10/05/92 

| 10/20/93 

| 02/18/94 

| Retd  to  MCD  3/14/94 

1 

UA 

1 

1 

2 | 

ND/D 

| 10/22/92 

| 11/29/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

1 | 

(UA) — >Policy 

| 11/06/92 

| 10/20/93 

| 05/03/94 

| UA  Not  Sustained 

1 

x I 

| Policy  Recommendation  Submitted 

1 

2 | 

D 

| 10/24/92 

| 10/20/93 

| 05/13/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

X | 

UA 

| 11/18/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 03/09/94 

| Sustained/Retrained 

1 

1 | 

RS 

| 11/25/92 

| 12/09/93 

| 05/20/94 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 11/30/92 

| 08/03/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 11/30/92 

| 08/03/93 

| 10/05/93 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 11/20/92 

| 09/10/93 

| 06/16/94 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 12/01/92 

| 08/11/93 

| 03/21/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

x | 

ND 

| 12/04/92 

| 08/27/93 

| 05/05/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

SS,CRDx2 

| 01/05/93 

| 11/29/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Admonished 

1 

2 I 

Policy 

| 01/15/93 

1 -- 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

U A/CRD 

| 01/06/93 

| 10/28/93 

| 11/28/94 

| UA— to  CO  for  disicpline/CRD— NS 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 01/11/93 

| 03/14/94 

| 11/28/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

X | 

ND 

| 01/15/93 

| 04/28/93 

| 07/01/93 

| Admonished 

1 

3 I 

Policy 

| 02/19/93 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

Pol./NDx3 

| 02/24/93 

| 07/06/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1/X  | 

Pol./U  A/CRD 

| 03/02/93 

| 08/02/94 

| 10/27/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 1 

Policy 

| 03/02/93 

1 — 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 03/02/93 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 I 

RS 

| 02/02/93 

| 12/12/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 | 

UA/UA 

| 03/11/93 

| 02/25/94 

| 07/18/94 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 03/16/93 

| 10/20/93 

| 03/09/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

3 | 

D/UAx  2 

| 03/18/93 

| 07/22/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

3 | 

D 

| 03/25/93 

| 03/22/94 

| 05/05/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

x I 

CRD 

| 04/01/93 

| 10/20/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Sustained  - Counsel 

1 

x I 

ND 

| 04/08/93 

| 12/02/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

3 1 

UF 

| 04/19/93 

| 07/06/94 

| 08/05/94 

| returned  for  OCC  prosecution 

1 

2 1 

RS.UA.ND 

| 04/23/93 

| 03/31/94 

| 06/07/94 

| Pending  OCC  prosecution 

1 

' 
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SUSTAINED  LIST  1 990  THROUGH  1 994 


ETH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

| DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

1 

x 1 

CRD 

| 04/25/93 

| 10/20/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

X'  I 

CRD** 

•|  05/04/93 

1 -- 

| 11/02/94 

| **  Hearing  Decision:  N. 

S.  1 

3 1 

D 

| 05/14/93 

| 07/28/93 

| 09/19/93 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 05/21/93 

1 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

■3  | 

Pol/ND,ND 

| 05/24/93 

| 05/13/94 

| 07/18/94 

| Admonished 

1 

3 | 

ND 

| 05/26/93 

| 01/12/94 

| 06/16/94 

| Admonished 

1 

7 | 

CRD 

| 06/04/93 

| 10/28/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Counselling  by  C.O. 

1 

2 | 

ND 

| 06/08/93 

| 11/29/93 

| 05/05/94 

| Counselling  by  C.O. 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 06/09/93 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

X | 

D 

| 06/23/93 

| 02/22/94 

| 06/17/94 

| Admonished 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 06/28/93 

| 03/14/94 

| 10/20/94 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 07/04/93 

| 11/29/93 

| 05/10/94 

| Counselling  by  C.O. 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 07/12/93 

| 07/26/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 07/21/93 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 | 

ND&UF 

| 07/26/93 

| 09/20/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

2 I 

D 

| 07/21/93 

| 03/21/94 

| 05/20/94 

| Unfounded 

1 

x | 

UF 

| 07/30/93 

| 07/06/94 

| 10/21/94 

| 3 days  suspension 

1 

x | 

ND  x 2 

| 07/28/93 

| 02/04/94 

| 07/18/94 

| Admonished/Retrained 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 07/26/93 

| 01/12/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

x 1 

Policy 

| 08/16/93 

1 — 

1 — 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

x 1 

ND 

| 08/27/93 

| 11/23/93 

| 01/04/94 

| Not  Sust.  per  Chief 

1 

1 1 

UA 

| 09/16/93 

| 05/02/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

2 I 

Policy 

| 09/23/93 

1 -- 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

2 I 

RS/CRD  x 3 

| 09/18/93 

| 07/22/94 

| Pending  OCC  Prosecution 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 10/18/93 

1 -- 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

2 I 

CRD 

| 11/04/93 

| 05/13/94 

| Back  to  MCD  - 06/06/94 

1 

4 | 

CRD 

| 11/10/93 

| 01/20/94 

| 03/03/94 

| Admonished 

1 

f;  2 | 

ND/ND 

| 11/15/93 

| 12/14/93 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

l | 

UF 

| 11/18/93 

| 10/17/94 

| Pending  OCC  Prosecution 

1 

x | 

ND 

| 11/29/93 

| 09/01/94 

| 10/21/94 

| Counselled 

1 

2 | 

NDx  ND 

| 11/25/93 

| 10/28/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

2 I 

UF 

\ 12/09/93 

| 03/23/94 

| 06/16/94 

| Counselled 

1 

CRD 

1 

x | 

CRD  x 2,  CRD 

| 12/13/93 

| 09/14/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 | 

D,RS 

| 01/01/94 

| 08/26/94 

| Pending  OCC  Prosecution 

1 

2 I 

55 

| 01/12/94 

| 11/04/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

2 I 

Policy 

| 01/18/94 

1 — 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

1 | 

UAx  2 

| 01/19/94 

| 08/26/94 

S 09/14/94 

| NSx2/per  chiefrcorrected  P.F. 

1 

3 1 

UF 

| 01/28/94 

| 08/22/94 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 02/07/94 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

1 | 

Policy  Failure(ND  = NS) 

| 02/08/94 

| (9.16.94) 

| 11/10/94 

| IHO  ruled  ND  = NS.,  PoI.Rec. 

1 

■ 


SUSTAINED  LIST  1990  THROUGH  1994 


ETH| 


SUSTND 

ALLEG. 

| COMP 
| DATE 

| DATE 
| MCD 

| DATE  | REMARKS 

| RETD  | 

CRD 

| 02/23/94 

j 11/28/94 

| | Pending  MCD 

CRDX2 

| 02/24/94 

| 10/25/94 

| | Pending  delivery  MCD 

ND 

| 03/02/94 

t 12/12/94 

| | Pending  MCD 

UAxUAxUA 

| 03/09/94 

| 12/29/94 

| | Pending  MCD 

CRD  x ND 

| 03/14/94 

| 12/19/94 

| | Pending  MCD 

ND,  ND  x 2 

| 03/25/94 

| 05/06/94 

| 11/28/94  | Chiefs  Written  Reprimand 

CRD 

| 04/05/94 

| 11/21/94 

| [ Pending  MCD 

ND  ^ 

| 04/06/94 

| 01/10/95 

| | Pending  MCD 

UA,NDx2 

\ 05/09/94 

| 09/27/94 

| | Pending  MCD 

UA 

| 06/01/94 

| 01/09/95 

| | Pending  MCD 

ND 

| 06/10/94 

| 12/29/94 

| | Pending  MCD 

D 

| 06/21/94 

| 07/13/95 

| | Pending  MCD 

ND  x ND 

| 06/22/94 

| 08/31/94 

\ | Pending  MCD 

Policy 

| 08/10/94 

1 

| | Policy  Recommedation 

ND  x ND 

| 08/09/94 

| 01/10/95 

| | Pending  MCD 

D 

| 08/13/94 

| 01/09/95 

| | Pending  MCD 

Policy 

| 08/17/94 

1 

| | Policy  Recommedation 

CRD 

Policy 

ND 


09/22/94  | 01/10/95 

09/29/94  | 

10/28/94  | 12/27/94 


Pending  MCD 
Policy  Recommedation 
Pending  MCD 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  Case  Number  99  - 94 


SUBJECT:  Advising  Citizens  of  Citizens'  Arrest  Procedure 

Recommendation : 

The  Department  General  Orders  should  be  revised  to  include  the 
requirement  that  members  advise  citizens  of  the  citizen  arrest 
procedure  where  the  alleged  offense  was  a felony  or  a 
misdemeanor  which  was  committed  outside  the  presence  of  the 
member  and  the  member: 

(1)  reasonably  believes  that  a criminal  offense  has  been 
committed  by  the  person  to  be  arrested,  and 

(2)  the  member  reasonably  believes  tha't  the  citizen,  but 
for  a lack  of  understanding  of  the  law  or  procedure,  would 
be  asking  for  a citizen  arrest. 

Evidence  of  the  latter  would  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 
asking  that  the  other  person  be  arrested,  asking  that  charges  be 
filed,  asking  to  press  charges,  or  asking  that  a report  be  filed. 


Background 

In  the  present  case,  Complainant  requested  that  he  be  allowed  to 
"press  charges"  against  a man  who  allegedly  pushed  him.  _ He  also 
asked  for  a police  report  on  the  incident.  The  police  investigated 
the  incident,  but  took  no  further  action. 

There  have  been  many  complaints  made  to  the  OCC  regarding 
problems  of  this  type.  Because  civilians  fail  to  request  a 
"citizen's  arrest"  in  these  specific  terms,  officers  often  take  no 
action.  In  this  case  the  complainant  said  he  wanted  a report  filed 
and  to  "press  charges."  He  thought  he  was  communicating  that  he 
wanted  the  suspect  arrested,  but  he  was  not  given  the  opportunity  to 
make  a citizen's  arrest  because  he  did  not  use  a legal,  technical 
term  of  art.  This  should  not  be  the  case. 


Prepared  by: 


Investigator 


Approved  by: 


JOHN  PARKER 
Interim  Director 


DATE 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 


Number  

OCC  Case  Number 
0044-94 


SUBJECT:  Medical  Treatment  for  Arrestees 

Who  Ingest  Drugs 


Recommendation : 

Department  General  Order  1.03,  Patrol  Officer  Duties,  should  be 
amended  to  add  the  following  section:  ^ 

12.  MEDICAL  TREATMENT  FOR  PRISONERS  WHO  INGEST  SUSPECTED 
DRUGS.  When  an  arresting  officer  reasonably  suspects 
that  person  who  has  been  arrested  or  detained  has 
ingested  drugs  or  suspected  drugs  for  the  purpose  of 
concealment,  the  arresting  officer  shall  transport  the 
arrestee  to  an  appropriate  medical  facility  for 
clearance  prior  to  booking  at  either  a district  police 
station  or  the  County  Jail. 

Department  General  Order  4.01,  Booking  and  Detention  of  Prison- 
ers, should  be  amended  to  add  the  following  section: 

7.  ARRESTEES  WHO  HAVE  INGESTED  DRUGS  FOR  THE  PURPOSE  OF 
CONCEALMENT.  The  station  keeper  shall  not  accept  for 
booking  any  prisoner  who  is  suspected  of  ingesting 
drugs  for  the  purpose  of  concealment  unless  such  per- 
son has  been  medically  cleared  by  qualified  medical 
personnel . In  the  event  the  ingestion  occurs  subse- 
quent to  booking,  the  station  keeper  shall  have  the 
prisoner  transported  to  a medical  facility  for  evalu- 
ation and  clearance. 

Background: 


This  policy  recommendation  arises  as  the  result  of  a vehicle 
stop  during  which  the  arresting  officers  saw  the  passenger  putting 
several  objects  into  his  mouth.  Subsequent  investigation  revealed 
what  appeared  to  be  a canister  containing  several  rocks  of  suspected 
cocaine.  The  officers  also  saw  what  they  beleived  to  be  a large 
amount  of  white  crumbs  in  the  suspect's  mouth  and  on  the  front  of 
his  shirt.  The  officers  believed  that  the  suspect  had  ingested  an 
unknown  quantity  of  rock  cocaine,  and  that  he  had  swallowed  it. 
Nevertheless,  they  did  not  attempt  to  obtain  medical  treatment  for 
the  suspect. 

One  officer,  who  was  11550  H&W  certified  at  the  time  of  the 
arrest  stated  that  he  was  unaware  at  that  time  that  swallowing 
cocaine  could  be  harmful  or  fatal.  He  stated  that  he  has  since 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
Treatment  for  Drug  Ingestion 
page  2 


learned  through  street  experience  that  doing  so  can  be  fatal.  His 
partner  did  not  believe  that  medical  treatment  was  necessary  as  rock 
cocaine  is  not  water-soluable . 

Lt.  Joseph  Dutto,  Narcotics  Division,  who  teaches  the  11550  H&W 
class,  and  Dr.  Boyd  Stephens,  CME , stated  that  ingesting  enough  rock 
cocaine  can  be  fatal.  Even  though  it  is  true  that  rock  cocaine  is 
not  water  soluable,  the  acids  in  the  digestive  tract  can  break  it 
down,  resulting  in  an  overdose. 

There  is  currently  no  policy  covering  the  provision  of  medical 
assistance  or  treatment  to  prisoners  who  are  suspected  of  ingesting 
drugs  pursuant  to  their  arrest.  Acceptance  of  this  policy  will 
allievate  the  need  for  officers  to  make  medical  decisions  and  will 
help  ensure  that  prisoners  receive  appropriate  professional 
evaluation  and  treatment. 


Prepared  by: 


Reviewed  by: 


BAR©?3lA  attard 
Senior  Investigator 


(i  - Lj  - 

DATE 


n\u]c{Li 

DATE 


Approved  by: 


/2.  - 2./- 

JOHN  PARKER  DATE 

Interim  Director 
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SUBJECT:  NARCOTIC  MEMBERS  ADDRESS  LOG 


(O.C.C.  CASE  NUMBER  630-94) 

Recommendation : 

It  is  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department 
adopt  a policy  requiring  the  Narcotics  Division  to  implement  a 
.daily  log  to  document  the  activity,  location  and  identity  of 
Narcotics  Division  officers. 

Background : 

The  case  involves  an  unwarranted  search  of  the  complainant's 
home  based  upon  an  anonymous "call  of  suspected  narcotics 
dealing.  The  officer  receiving  the  call  made  no  notation  of 
the  call  anywhere  in  the  division,  except  the  member's 
personal  notes.  Several  supervisors  and  the  commanding 
officer  at  the  narcotics  division  informed  the  OCC  that  no 
member  of  the  narcotics  division  responded  to  the  address  in 
question.  Through  the  vehicle  which  was  used  during  the 
incident,  the  OCC  was  able  to  identify  the  officers  who 
entered  and  searched  the  complainant's  apartment. 

As  is  the  case  with  many  narcotics  runs,  because  this  was  an 
officer  initiated  call,  there  was  no  computer  assisted 
dispatch  (CAD)  record  of  this  incident.  The  commanding 
officer  acknowledged  that  no  log  is  kept  to  record  activities 
of  Narcotics  Division  officers.  An  activity  log  would 
establish  increased  supervision  within  the  Narcotics  Division, 
and  would  enable  identification  of  officers  when  questions 
arise . 


Submitted  by: 


DAVID  AULET 

Investigator  Sr.  Investigator 


Approved  by: 




JOliN  PARKER 
Interim  Director 


Date  Approved  / 2.-  ZZ  - 
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O.C.C.  CASE  NUMBER  780-94 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
O.C.C.  CASE  NO.  780-94 


SUBJECT:  CONFLICT  WITH  MUNI  AND  BART  POLICE  REGULATIONS 


Recommendation : 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Police  Department's  Muni  Patrol 
Division  coordinate  with  the  BART  Police  to  reconcile  any 
differences  in  enforcement  policies  which  could  effect  officers 
who  work  in  the  combined  environment  of  BART  and  Muni  stations. 


Background : 

In  the  case  giving  rise  to  this  recommendation,  a BART  employee 
was  cited  for  smoking  in  an  area  of  the  station  that  had  been 
designated  a "free  zone,"  for  smoking.  Muni  regulations 
prohibit  smoking  in  their  station  areas.  BART  and  Muni  often 
share  station  facilities  and  boundaries  may  not  be  very  clear. 
Since  regulations  and  enforcement  policies  may  vary  between 
transit  agencies  it  is  important  that  department  personnel  be 
adequately  informed  so  they  may  perform  their  duties  without 
unnecessary  conflict. 


Investigation  by:  Reviewed  & Approved  by: 


PAMELA  A.  MOY 
Investigator 


Interim  Director 
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DEFINITIONS  OF  ALLEGATIONS 


Unnecessary  Force  (UF) : Any  use  of  force  which  exceeds  the  level  of  force 

reasonably  needed  to  perform  a necessary  police  action. 

Unwarranted  Action  (UA)  : An  act  or  action  not  necessitated  by  circumstances 

or  which  does  not  effect  a legitimate  police  purpose. 

Conduct  Reflecting  Discredit  (CRD) : An  act  or  action  which,  by  its  nature, 

reflects  badly  on  the  Department  and  undermines  public  confidence. 

Neglect  of  Duty  (ND) : Failure  to  take  action  when  some  action  is  required  under 

the  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Racial  Slur  (RS) : Behavior  or  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  race  or  ethnicity. 

Sexual  Slur  (SS) : Behavior  or  the  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  sex  or  sexual  orientation. 

Discourtesy  (D)  : Behavior  or  language  commonly  known  to  cause  offense,  including 

the  use  of  profanity. 


DEFINITIONS  OF  FINDINGS 


Sustained  (S)  : A preponderance  of  the  evidence  proved  that  the  conduct 
complained  of  did  occur,  and  that  using  as  a standard  the  applicable  regulations 
of  the  Department,  the  conduct  was  improper. 

Not  Sustained  (NS) : The  investigation  failed  to  disclose  sufficient  evidence  to 
either  prove,  or  disprove  the  allegation  made  in  the  complaint. 

Proper  Conduct  (PC) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  which  provided  the  basis 
for  the  allegations  occurred;  however,  such  acts  were  justified,  lawful,  and 
proper . 

Unfounded  (U) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  alleged  in  the  complaint  did 
not  occur,  or  that  the  named  member  was  not  involved  in  the  acts  alleged. 

Policy  Failure  (PF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  act  by  the  member  was 
justified  by  Departmental  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation;  however,  the  OCC 
recommends  a change  in  the  particular  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation. 

Supervision  Failure  (SF) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  were 
the  result  of  inadequate  supervision  when  viewed  in  light  of  applicable  law; 
training;  and  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Training  Failure  (TF) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  was  the 
result  of  inadequate  or  inappropriate  training;  or  a absence  of  training  when 
viewed  in  light  of  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Information  Only  (IO)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  did  not 
involve  a sworn  member  of  the  Department;  or  that  the  action  described  was  so 
obviously  imaginary  that  their  occurrence  is  not  admissible  by  any  competent 
authority.  Information  Only  allegations  are  not  counted  as  complaints  against 
sworn  members  of  the  Department.  Complaints  against  non-sworn  employees  of  the 
Department  are  referred  to  Management  Control  Division.  Complaints  against 
employees  of  other  agencies,  are  referred  to  the  appropriate  agency. 

No  Finding  (NF)  : The  complainant  failed  to  provide  additional  requested 
evidence,  or  the  complainant  requested  a withdrawal  of  the  complaint. 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
1995  YEAR  END  REPORT 

documents  dept. 

FEB  2 8 1996 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Presented  by:  Lance  Bayer,  Director 


THE  POUCE  COMMISSION 


OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


February  20,  1996 


Mr.  John  W.  Keker 
President 

The  Police  Commission 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Re:  Presentation  of  1995  Annual  Report 

Dear  President  Keker: 

I am  pleased  to  present  the  1995  O.C.C.  Annual  Report.  This  report  includes  a statistical 
review  of  the  year,  along  with  a description  of  the  significant  events  during  the  year. 

On  page  1,  you  will  find  the  statistical  breakdown  of  complaints  received  during  1995.  These 
figures  show  complaints  received,  how  they  were  received,  and  the  number  of  sustained  cases. 
In  addition,  you  will  find  statistics  regarding  the  numbers  of  cases  reviewed  for  Investigatory 
Hearings  and  Mediation  on  page  2. 

On  pages  7-10,  you  will  find  statistics  showing  the  numbers  of  complaints  and  allegations  by 
department  units.  These  include  a graph  showing  numbers  of  complaints  by  district  station 
compared  to  the  previous  year.  The  graph  on  page  6 is  a Department-wide  breakdown  of 
allegations  by  percentage. 

On  page  1 1 , you  will  find  statistics  and  other  information  on  closed  cases.  A summary  of  action 
taken  on  sustained  cases  dating  back  to  mid- 1992  can  be  found  on  pages  12-16.  Policy 
recommendations  for  the  4th  Quarter  are  found  on  pages  17-19. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  should  there  be  any  questions  concerning  this  report. 


Lance  Bayer 
Director 

cc:  Members  of  Police  Commission 

430  SECOND  STREET,  SUITE  100,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94107  • TELEPHONE  (415)  597-7711  • FAX  (415)  597-7733 


Sincerely, 


1995  IN  REVIEW 


The  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  was  formed  in  1983  after  San  Francisco  voters 
approved  a charter  amendment  to  create  an  agency  under  the  Police  Commission  to  investigate 
citizen  complaints  of  police  misconduct  and  neglect  of  duty.  Since  its  creation,  the  O.C.C.  has 
investigated  over  13,000  cases.  The  O.C.C.  is  the  state-mandated  agency  for  investigating 
citizen  complaints  involving  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  with  the  power  to  compel 
officers  to  cooperate  with  its  investigations  and  the  duty  to  recommend  discipline  to  the  Chief 
of  Police  and  to  the  Police  Commission.  In  civil  service  disciplinary  actions  arising  from 
O.C.C.  cases,  the  O.C.C. ’s  staff  attorney  presents  the  evidence  to  the  Chief  of  Police  or  the 
Police  Commission.  At  the  end  of  1995,  the  O.C.C.  was  authorized  for  20  total  positions, 
including  investigators  and  support  staff,  and  had  a 1994-95  fiscal  year  budget  of  $1,392,777. 

THE  O.C.C.  SHOWED  PROGRESS  IN  CASE  MANAGEMENT  IN  1995. 

At  the  end  of  1995,  the  O.C.C.  had  a case  inventory  of  343  cases.  This  was  a slight 
increase  from  the  311  cases  pending  at  the  end  of  1994.  More  significant,  however,  was  that 
the  O.C.C.  at  the  end  of  1995  had  no  cases  pending  that  were  older  than  one  year  from  the  time 
of  receipt.  By  comparison,  14  cases  older  than  one  year  were  pending  at  the  end  of  1994  and 
25  cases  older  than  one  year  were  pending  at  the  end  of  1993. 

Despite  limited  staffing,  the  O.C.C.  was  able  to  meet  a performance  goal  of  having  no 
cases  under  investigation  that  were  older  than  one  year.  This  was  due  to  reorganization  of  the 
investigation  staff,  diligent  efforts  of  staff  investigators,  and  assignment  of  some  case  work  to 
managers.  Moreover,  this  accomplishment  occurred  during  a year  that  the  agency  lacked  a 
director  for  over  six  months.  During  that  time,  Chief  Investigator  John  Parker  implemented 
goals  and  objectives  as  acting  director. 

'REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  INVESTIGATIVE  STAFF  BROUGHT  INCREASED 
EFFICIENCY. 

In  July,  Lance  Bayer  became  the  new  director  of  the  O.C.C.  Soon  after  he  arrived,  he 
reviewed  the  organization  of  the  staff  to  determine  whether  it  could  become  more  efficient.  The 
result  was  a reorganizion  of  the  investigative  staff  to  bring  about  a more  fair  and  even 
distribution  of  case  work.  Instead  of  having  one  investigator  handle  the  intake  of  a case  and 
another  investigator  conduct  the  actual  investigation  (as  happened  in  most  major  investigations), 
the  goal  of  the  reorganization  is  to  have  most  cases  handled  by  the  same  investigator  throughout 
the  investigation  process. 

THE  O.C.C.  COMPLETED  MAJOR  INVESTIGATIONS  OF  THE  DEATH  OF 
AARON  WILLIAMS  AND  THE  RAID  OF  A NEW  YEAR’S  EVE  PARTY  AT  938 
HARRISON  STREET. 

In  1995,  the  O.C.C.  received  several  significant  cases  for  investigation.  Two  of  them, 
the  death  of  Aaron  Williams  and  the  police  raid  of  a New  Year’s  Eve  Party  at  938  Harrison 
Street,  received  considerable  attention  in  the  community. 

In  the  case  of  the  death  of  Aaron  Williams,  the  O.C.C.  sustained  allegations  against  ten 


officers  after  a four  month  investigation.  These  charges  currently  are  pending  with  the  Police 
Commission. 

In  the  case  involving  the  police  raid  of  938  Harrison  Street,  the  O.C.C.  sustained 
allegations  against  21  officers.  Currently,  six  officers  are  facing  charges  before  the  Police 
Commission  and  others  face  disciplinary  actions  before  the  Chief  of  Police. 

THE  O.C.C.  RELOCATED  TWICE  IN  1995. 

In  April,  the  O.C.C.  moved  to  a new  location  at  760  Harrison  Street.  This  move  was 
necessary  for  expansion. 

Shortly  after  the  move,  however,  the  O.C.C.  was  forced  to  plan  a second  move.  While 
the  O.C.C.  acted  to  enforce  provisions  of  its  lease,  the  building  was  sold  at  a foreclosure  sale. 

Through  the  City’s  Department  of  Real  Estate,  the  O.C.C.  located  space  at  480  Second 
Street.  The  offices,  located  on  the  ground  floor,  not  only  provide  sufficient  space  for  existing 
staffing,  but  also  provide  room  to  accommodate  the  new  investigators  that  will  be  hired  based 
on  the  approval  of  Proposition  G by  the  voters  in  November. 

PROPOSITION  G MANDATES  FULL  STAFFING  OF  THE  O.C.C. 

In  November,  the  voters  approved  Proposition  G.  This  ballot  measure  amended  the  City 
Charter  to  provide  for  expanded  staffing  of  the  O.C.C.  Based  on  a minimum  staffing  of  one 
O.C.C.  line  investigator  for  every  150  sworn  San  Francisco  police  officers,  the  law  will  allow 
the  O.C.C.  to  increase  its  staffing  and  establish  minimum  staffing  levels.  In  addition,  the 
charter  amendment  creates  a new  procedure  for  selection  of  the  director  of  the  O.C.C.  and 
requires  regular  reporting  from  the  O.C.C.  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

AFTER  APPROVAL  OF  FUNDING,  THE  O.C.C.  ACTED  TO  ACQUIRE  A 
COMPUTER  SYSTEM. 

In  the  1995-96  fiscal  year  budget,  the  O.C.C.  was  provided  with  funding  to  begin  a 
three-year  plan  for  the  purchase  of  computer  equipment  for  a local  area  network  (L.A.N.) 
system.  The  O.C.C.  has  been  working  with  city-approved  vendors  to  obtain  bids  to  begin 
purchasing  the  first  phase  of  the  system.  Eventually,  each  member  of  the  O.C.C.  staff  will  have 
a computer  terminal  linked  to  the  system.  The  system  will  provide  a data  base,  word 
processing,  and  links  between  staff  members  and  the  City’s  electronic  mail  systems. 

THE  EARLY  WARNING  SYSTEM  PROVIDES  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  POLICE 

DEPARTMENT  WITH  NAMES  OF  OFFICERS  RECEIVING  MULTIPLE 
COMPLAINTS. 

In  1995,  the  O.C.C.  participated  with  the  Police  Department  in  establishing  an  Early 
Warning  System.  The  system  was  approved  after  the  completion  of  a report  by  Senior 
Investigator  Barbara  Attard,  which  reviewed  five  years  of  complaint  statistics.  The  purpose  of 
the  Early  Warning  System  is  to  identify  and  evaluate  the  behavior  of  officers  who  receive  a 
significant  number  of  misconduct  complaints.  Under  the  Early  Warning  System,  the  O.C.C. 

reports  to  the  Police  Department  on  a quarterly  basis  a list  of  officers  who  have  received  three 
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or  more  complaints  within  a six  month  period  or  four  or  more  complaints  within  a year.  Based 
on  the  quarterly  reports,  the  Police  Department  conducts  counseling  of  officers  that  is  non- 
punitive  and  separate  from  the  complaint  investigation  process. 

THE  O.C.C.’S  MEDIATION  PROGRAM  ALLOWS  A COMPLAINANT  TO  MEET 
FACE-TO-FACE  WITH  AN  OFFICER  AND  HAVE  THEIR  DISPUTE  RESOLVED. 

In  1995,  the  O.C.C.  implemented  a mediation  program  as  part  of  the  Police  Officers’ 
Association’s  contract.  This  program  is  intended  to  be  used  in  some  cases  involving  relatively 
minor  disciplinary  issues,  such  as  discourtesy.  Bruce  Kapsack,  the  O.C.C.’s  staff  attorney, 
studied  various  forms  of  mediation  used  in  other  settings,  since  no  similar  program  existed  in 
police  practices.  A program  was  developed,  and  in  conjunction  with  the  Bar  Association  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  Community  Boards  organization,  the  program  was  staffed  and  implemented. 

Although  it  is  in  its  early  stages  of  implementation,  the  program  has  been  highly 
successful.  In  two  cases,  complainants  and  officers  met  in  face  to  face  settings  in  non- 
disciplinary  proceedings  involving  mediators.  We  have  seen  an  increase  in  understanding  by 
both  the  complainant  and  the  officer.  This  understanding  should  lead  to  a better  police- 
community  relationship  and  more  awareness  of  each  others’  concerns. 

THE  O.C.C.  WAS  INVOLVED  IN  COMMUNITY  OUTREACH. 

In  1995,  O.C.C.  personnel  were  involved  in  many  types  of  community  activities  designed 
to  make  the  public  aware  of  its  functions.  O.C.C.  personnel  appeared  in  interviews  on  Bay 
T.V.  cable,  N.B.C.  national  news  and  other  stations.  O.C.C.  staff  members  were  interviewed 
and  answered  phone  questions  on  programs  on  radio  stations  KQED,  KMEL,  KPFA,  and  KPIX- 
FM. 

At  Police  Commission  meetings  in  the  Park,  Ingleside,  Richmond,  Taraval,  and  Mission 
station  districts,  representatives  of  the  O.C.C.  gave  presentations  describing  the  citizen’s 
complaint  process. 

O.C.C.  staff  have  taught  at  the  San  Francisco  Citizens’  Police  Academy,  a program  for 
members  of  the  community  to  learn  about  law  enforcement.  In  addition,  the  senior  investigator 
spoke  to  a class  at  Lowell  High  School. 

The  O.C.C.  staff  attorney  has  been  involved  in  working  with  major  community  concerns, 
particularly  those  arising  out  of  several  highly-publicized  cases.  Most  significantly,  he  has 
worked  with  a community  group  organized  at  the  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Community  Center  to  address 
police-community  issues  in  the  African-American  community.  As  a result  of  his  work,  he  was 
appointed  to  a Board  of  Supervisors  advisory  committee.  In  addition,  the  staff  attorney  has 
participated  in  the  O.C.C.  committee  of  the  Bar  Association  of  San  Francisco. 

THE  O.C.C.  HAS  ESTABLISHED  GOALS  FOR  1996. 

Based  on  its  accomplishments  in  1995,  the  O.C.C.  has  set  some  significant  goals  for 
1996.  The  O.C.C.  plans  to  improve  on  its  performance  by  being  able  to  complete  virtually  all 
investigations  within  six  months  from  time  of  receipt.  This  will  be  accomplished  through  the 
addition  of  new  investigators  and  through  staff  development. 

The  O.C.C.  plans  a major  expansion  of  its  continuing  training  program  for  investigators. 
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In  addition,  the  O.C.C.  staff  development  for  1995  will  include  improving  the  quality  of  the 
written  reports  of  investigations  and  the  completion  of  reports  in  more  types  of  cases  than 
currently  are  produced. 

In  addition,  the  O.C.C.  expects  to  improve  its  community  outreach  in  1996  by  identifying 
interested  groups  and  individuals  in  the  community  and  by  going  into  the  community  to  provide 
the  public  with  information  about  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints. 
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Comprehensive  Statistical  Report 
From  01/01/95  through  12/31/95 


Year  to  date  totals 

FIRST 

QUARTER 

SECOND 

QUARTER 

THIRD 

QUARTER 

OCT. 

NOV. 

DEC. 

YTD 

TOTAL 

Number  of  Cases  Received 
Total  Mergers/Voids  1995 
Adjusted  Nr.  of  Cases  Received 

262 

(2) 

260 

210 

(6) 

204 

277 

(10) 

267 

105 

(3) 

102 

64 

(1) 

63 

59 

(0) 

59 

977 

(22) 

955 

Number  of  1992  Cases  Qosed 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Number  of  1993  Cases  Qosed 

7 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

11 

Number  of  1994  Cases  Qosed 

167 

62 

44 

18 

1 

5 

297 

Number  of  1995  Cases  Qosed 

68 

152 

194 

82 

0 

116 

612 

Total  Number  of  Cases  Qosed 

242 

217 

242 

100 

1 

121 

913 

Number  of  1992  Cases  Pending 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Number  of  1993  Cases  Pending 

4 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Number  of  1994  Cases  Pending 

130 

68 

24 

6 

5 

0 

0 

Number  of  1995  Cases  Pending 

192 

244 

317 

337 

400 

343  ' 

343 

Total  Number  of  Cases  Pending 

329 

316 

341 

343 

405 

343 

343 

Total  Info.  Only  1995 

26 

21 

10 

3 

0 

0 

60 

Number  of  Cases  Sustained 

10 

14 

26 

4 

1 

7 

62 

HOW  COMPLAINTS  ARE  RECEIVED 
DATE:  01/01/95  TO  12/31/95 


MONTH  IN  PERSON 

PHONE 

MAIL 

SFPD 

MAYOR 

OTHER 

TOTALS 

January 

38 

1 

26 

7 

0 

10 

82 

February 

37 

4 

30 

8 

0 

8 

87 

March 

51 

9 

16 

8 

0 

9 

93 

TOTAL  1ST  QUARTER 

126 

14 

72 

23 

0 

27 

262 

April 

25 

2 

14 

5 

0 

4 

50 

May 

33 

8 

26 

12 

0 

8 

87 

June 

36 

5 

15 

6 

0 

11 

73 

TOTAL  2ND  QUARTER 

94 

15 

55 

23 

0 

23 

210 

July 

39 

10 

19 

8 

0 

12 

88 

August 

32 

12 

40 

7 

0 

3 

94 

September 

29 

12 

35 

13 

0 

6 

95 

TOTAL  3RD  QUARTER 

100 

34 

94 

28 

0 

21 

277 

October 

26 

9 

49 

17 

0 

4 

105 

November 

17 

7 

22 

15 

0 

3 

64 

December 

15 

10 

17 

14 

0 

3 

59 

TOTAL  4TH  QUARTER 

58 

26 

88 

46 

0 

10 

228 

YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 

378 

89 

309 

120 

0 

81 

977 

’ 
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Investigative  Hearing  Requests 
from  01/01/95  through  12/31/95 


Year  to  date  totals  FIRST  SECOND  THIRD  OCT.  NOV.  DEC.  YTD 

QUARTER  QUARTER  QUARTER  1995  1995  1995  TOTAL 


Number  of  Cases  Received 
Number  of  Cases  Granted 
Number  of  Cases  Pending 
Number  of  Cases  Denied 


19  17  17 

4 0 1 

0 0 0 

15  17  16 


9 6 

2 1 

0 1 

7 4 


2 70 

0 8 

0 1 

2 61 


Mediation  Report 

from  01/01/95  through  12/31/95 


Year  to  date  totals 

FIRST 

QUARTER 

SECOND 

QUARTER 

THIRD 

QUARTER 

OCT. 

1995 

NOV. 

1995 

DEC. 

1995 

YTD 

TOTAL 

Total  Number  of  Cases 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

Number  of  Cases  Eligible 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

Number  of  Cases  Pending 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Number  of  Cases  Ineligeble 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■0 

Cases  Received/Cases  Pending 
1990  -1995 


955 


1991 


1992 


1993 


1994 


1995 


Pending  case  Level  -1994/1995  Comparisons 


3RD 

QTR 

95 


4TH 

QTR 

95 


Complaints  by  District  Stations 

1994/1995  Comparison 


Allegations  by  Percentage 
1994/1995  Comparison 
1994 


OTHERS 


38% 


1995 


18% 
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TOTAL  ALLEGATIONS  CLOSED  FROM  01/01/1995  TO  12/31/1995 


ALLEGATIONS  SUSTAINED 


TOTAL  FIRST  OUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 

YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


ALLEGATIONS  NOT  SUSTAINED 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS 


POLICY  TRAINING 

D SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


49  49  56  47  5 

42  52  54  47  4 

78  49  62  70  5 

56  85  59  55  9 


3 40 

0 27 

2 37 

3 23 


249  0 

226  0 

303  0 

290  1 


0 249 

0 226 

0 303 

0 291 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


225  235  231  219 


23  8 127 


1068 


1 0 1069 


ALLEGATIONS  UNFOUNDED 


UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS 


POLICY  TRAINING 

D SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


8 12 

15  6 

18  17 

16  26 


20  28 

18  12 

21  18 

20  24 


3 0 

0 0 

3 0 

1 1 


77  0 

56  0 

83  0 

93  0 


0 77 

0 56 

0 83 

0 93 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


57  61  79  82  7 


22  309 


0 0 309 


ALLEGATIONS  FOUND  TO  BE  PROPER  CONDUCT 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS 


POLICY  TRAINING 

SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE  TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


4 152  15  47  1 

11  128  13  25  0 

34  102  9 38  . 0 

27  139  26  32  0 


0 1 
0 0 
0 2 
0 0 


220  0 

177  1 

185  1 

224  4 


0 220 

0 178 

0 186 

0 228 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL  76  521  63  142 


0 3 806  6 


0 812 


ALLEGATIONS  IN.  WHICH  NO  FINDING  WAS  THE  DISPOSITION 

UF  UA  CRD  ND  RS  SS  D 


POLICY  TRAINING 
SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE 


TOTAL 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  QUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  QUARTER 


15  17  17  21  2 

12  18  3 8 1 

23  33  8 14  0 

10  17  18  10  1 


76  1 

44  0 

80  0 

65  0 


0 77 

0 44 

0 80 

0 . 65 


YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


60  85  46  53  4 1 16 


265  1 


ALLEGATIONS  WHICH  WERE  WITHDRAWN 


TOTAL  FIRST  QUARTER 
TOTAL  SECOND  QUARTER 
TOTAL  THIRD  OUARTER 
TOTAL  FOURTH  OUARTER 

YEAR  TO  DATE  TOTAL 


POLICY  TRAINING 
SUBTOTAL  PROCEDURE  FAILURE 


. 
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ETH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

■ 1 DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

1 

= 

US  x 2 

| 06/17/92 

| 08/27/92 

| 11/13/92 

| Reprimand 

1 

3 | 

Policy 

| 01/27/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

4 | 

ND 

| 01/27/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 08/11/93 

| 1 day  Suspension 

1 

2 f 

D 

| 01/29/92 

| 06/01/92 

| 07/22/92 

| Admonished 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 02/05/92 

| 09/1092 

| 09/14/92 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

2 1 

ND.ND.PoI 

| 03/06/92 

| 04/19/93 

| 06/17/94 

| Admonsihed 

1 

2 | 

ND 

| 02/29/92 

| 11/23/93 

| 07/25/94 

| 3 days  suspension/ofTcer  resigned 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 02/21/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 05/1094 

| Admonished  — Retrained 

1 

2 1 

UA 

| 02/25/92 

| 07/19/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Sustained -Retrained 

1 

1 

1 | 

D 

1 

| 02/26/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 05/28/93 

| Admonished 

1 

1 

2 I 

Policy 

| 02/27/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

' 1 1 

Policy 

| 02/26/4 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 | 

ND  x 2 

| 03/06/92 

| 05/05/94 

| 06/16/94 

| Retrained 

1 

2 I 

D,ND(L— 1) 

| 03/12/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 03/02/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

2 1 

ND 

| 03/16/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 05/1094 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

3 1 

UF.UF 

| 03/19/92 

| 07/13/93 

f 01/27/94 

| Unfounded 

1 

2/6  | 

D 

| 04/06/92 

| 07/15/92 

| 1 1/06/92 

| Reprimanded 

1 

3 1 

ND 

| 04/09/92 

| 09/21/92 

| 11/06/92 

| Admonished 

1 

UAx2- CRD/ND* 

| 05/18/92 

| 07/23/92 

| 12/09/92 

| Reprimand/Admonished 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 04/17/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 | UF.CRD.ND.ND 

| 04/20/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 08/26/94 

| Reprimand,  ND 

1 

ND/ND 

| Other  charges  dismissed 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 04/20/92 

| 03/05/93 

| 08/19/94 

| 1 day  susp/  abeyance  1 yr 

1 

2 I 

Policy 

| 04/27/92 

1 

| 04/04/95 

| Department  Bulletin  to  be  issued 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 05/04/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

2 I 

CRD 

| 04/29/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 05/1094 

| Counselling  by  CO. 

1 

1 | 

ND/ND 

| 05/06/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 06/15/93 

| Admonished/Admonished 

1 | 

UA.ND.UA 

| 05/11/92 

| 11/1094 

| 01/2095 

| NF— Member  Retired 

1 

1 | 

UA/CRD 

| 05/11/92 

| 05/18/93 

| 09/03/93 

| 1 day  susp. 

1 

3 I 

ND 

| 05/14/92 

| 01/21/93 

| 1005/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 06/05/92 

| 04/13/93 

| 08/11/93 

| Reprimand 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 06/12/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 08/1 1/93 

| Admonished 

1 

ND 

| 06/12/92 

| 01/28/93 

| 08/11/93 

| Admonished 

1 

3/3  | 

UA/CRDX2 

| 06/03/92 

| 01/21/93 

| 05/05/94 

| CRD  Not.Sus/ND  Retrain 

1 

2 1 

Policy 

| 06/27/92 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

9 1 

CRD 

| 06/3092 

| 06/11/93 

| 07/23/93 

| Not  Sustained  (per  MCD) 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 07/06/92 

| 07/28/93 

| 08/09/95 

| Not  Sustained  - Chiefs  Hearing 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 07/02/92 

| 01/21/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 07/13/92 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

7 1 

ND 

| 08/1092 

| 04/14/93 

| 01/11/94 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 08/14/92 

| 04/13/93 

| 07/23/93 

| Admonished 

1 

1 | 

UA 

| 08/19/92 

| 03/05/93 

| 06/17/93 

| Admonished 

1 

2 1 

D 

| 08/25/92 

| 09/28/93 

| 05/1094 

| Admonished  - Retrained 

1 

2 1 

D/UA 

1 

2 | 

Policy 

| 08/31/92 

1 — 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 

1 | 

ND 

| 09/09/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 02/24/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 09/11/92 

| 03/05/93 

| 05/05/94 

| Admonished 

1 

9 1 

ND 

| 09/13/92 

| 08/03/93 

| 05/1094 

| Counselling  by  CO. 

1 

2 1 

UA 

| 09/22/92 

| 102093 

| 06/16/94 

| Not  Sustained 

1 

. 

. 


ETiH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP 

-|  DATE 

| DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE 

| MCD 

| RETD 

UA 

| Admonished 

2 1 

ND 

| 09/23/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 05/1094 

| Written  Reprimand 

9 1 

ND 

| 09/23/92 

| 07/16/93 

| 03/14/94 

| Sustained— Admonished 

4 | 

ND 

| 1^0 1/92 

| 04/14/93 

| 07/23/93- 

| Admonished 

9 1 

U A/CRD/ND 

| l(y05/92 

| lCV2(y93 

| 02/18/94  . 

| Allegation  Not  Sust.— Chiefs  Hearing] 

UA 

2 1 

ND/D 

| 10/22/92 

| 11/29/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Not  Sustained 

ND 

| 01/05/93 

| 01/  /93 

| 05/28/93 

| Admonished 

1 | 

(UA) > Policy 

| 11/06/92 

| 102093 

| 05/03/94 

| UA  Not  Sustained 

9 1 

| Policy  Recommendation  Submitted 

2 1 

D 

| 10/24/92 

| 102093 

| 05/13/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

9 1 

UA 

| 11/ 18/92 

| 06/11/93 

| 03/09/94 

| Sustained/Retrained 

1 | 

RS 

| 11/25/92 

| 12/09/93 

| 05/2094 

| Reprimand/Counselled  by  CO. 

1 1 

CRD 

| 11/30/92 

| 08/03/93 

| 05/1094 

| Admonished 

1 | 

ND 

| 11/30/92 

| 08/03/93 

| 1005/93 

| Not  Sustained 

1 | 

UA 

| 11/20/92 

| 09/1093 

| 06/16/94 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 | 

ND 

| 12/01/92 

| 08/11/93 

| 03/21/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

9 1 

ND 

| 12/04/92 

| 08/27/93 

| 05/05/94 

| Not  Sustained/Pol. Fail.  — MCD 

CRDx2 

| 01/05/93 

| 11/29/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Admonish  CRD  #1/NS  CRD  #2 

2 I 

Policy 

| 01/15/93 

J 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 | 

UA/CRD 

| 01/06/93 

| 1028/93 

| 11/28/94 

| UA-to  CO  for  disicpIine/CRD-NS 

1 1 

ND 

|-  01/11/93 

| 03/14/94 

| 1 1/28/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

9 1 

ND 

| 01/15/93 

| 04/28/93 

| 07/01/93 

| Admonished 

3 1 

Policy 

| 02/19/93 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

1 | 

Pol7NDx3 

| 02/24/93 

| 07/06/94 

| 04/04/95 

| Department  Bulletin  to  be  issued 

1/9  | 

Pol/U  A/CRD 

| 03/02/93 

| 08/02/94 

| 1027/94 

| 4 days  suspen/3  in  abeyance  for  1 Yeai| 

1 | 

Policy 

| 03/02/93 

1 

| 04/04/95 

| Co.  B procedure  changed 

1 | 

Policy 

| 03/02/93 

1 

| 04/04/95 

| Co.  B procedure  changed 

2 I 

RS 

| 02/02/93 

| 12/12/94 

| 04/04/95 

| Admonished 

1 | 

UA/UA 

| 03/11/93 

| 02/25/94 

| 07/18/94 

| Admonished 

1 | 

CRD 

| 03/16/93 

| 102093 

| 03/09/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

3 1 

D/UA  x 2 

| 03/18/93 

| 07/22/94 

| 06/13/95 

| Proper  Conduct 

3 I 

D 

| 03/25/93 

| 03/22/94 

| 05/05/94 

| Not  Sustained 

9 | 

CRD 

| 04/01/93 

| 102093 

| 03/14/94 

| Counsel 

9 1 

ND 

| 04/08/93 

| 12/02/93 

| 06/16/94 

| Not  Sustained 

3 | 

UF 

| 04/19/93 

| 07/06/94 

| 08/05/94 

| Pending  OCC  prosecution 

6 1 

RS.UA.ND 

| 04/23/93 

| 03/31/94 

| 06/07/94 

| Pending  OCC  prosecution 

9 1 

CRD 

| 04/25/93 

| 102093 

| 03/14/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

9 1 

CRD** 

| 05/04/93 

1 

| 11/02/94 

| IHO  Decision:  N.  S. 

3 | 

D 

| 05/14/93 

| 07/28/93 

| 09/19/93 

| Admonished 

1 | 

Policy 

| 05/21/93 

1 

| 04/04/95 

| Revised  DGO  5.03  responsive  to  issue  | 

3 1 

P0I/ND.ND 

| 05/24/93 

| 05/13/94 

| 07/18/94 

| Admonished/PR  4/4/95 -Privacy  Reqi 

3 | 

ND 

| 05/26/93 

| 01/12/94 

| 06/16/94 

| Admonished 

CRD 

| 06/04/93 

| 1028/93 

| 05/1094 

| Counselling  by  CO. 

2 1 

ND 

| 06/08/93 

| 11/29/93 

| 05/05/94 

| Counselling  by  CO. 

1 | 

Policy 

| 06/09/93 

1 

| 04/04/95 

| Revised  DGO  5.03  responsive  to  issuej 

9 1 

D 

| 06/23/93 

| 02/22/94 

| 06/1 7/94 

| Admonished 

2 1 

ND 

| 06/28/93 

| 03/14/94 

| 102094 

| 1 day  suspension 

1 1 

UA 

| 07/04/93 

| 11/29/93 

| 05/1094 

| Counselling  by  CO. 

1 | 

ND 

| 07/12/93 

| 07/26/94 

| 06/13/95 

| Not  Sustained 

ETH| 

1 

SUSTND 

ALLEG. 

| COMP 
| DATE 

I DATE 
I MCD 

| DATE 
| RETD 

: | REMARKS 

l | 

Policy 

| 07/21/93 

1 

1 -- 

| Policy  Recommendation 

2 1 

ND&UF 

| 07/26/93 

| 09/20*94 

| 12*20*94 

| Not  Sustained -Chiefs  hearing 

2 1 

D 

| 07/21/93 

| 03/21/94 

| 05/20*94 

| Unfounded 

9 1 

UF 

| 07/30*93 

| 07/06/94 

| 10*21/94 

| 3 days  suspension 

9 1 

ND  x 2 

| 07/28/93 

| 02/04/94 

| 07/18/94' 

■ | Admonished*Retrained 

1 | 

ND 

| 07/26/93 

| 01/12/94 

| 0y06/95 

| Not  Sustained  — Chiefs  hearing 

9 1 

Policy 

| 08/16/93 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommendation 

3 | 

UA  x UA 

| 08/23/93 

| 01/26/95 

| 06/20*95 

| Not  Sustained  — Chiefs  hearing 

9 I 

ND 

| 08/27/93 

| 11/23/93 

| 01/04/94 

| Not  Sustained -Chiefs  hearing 

9 1 

CRD 

| 08/27/93 

| 03/27/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 | 

UA 

| 09/16/93 

| 05/02/94 

| 01/ 13/95 

| Not  Sustained -Chiefs  hearing 

2 I 

Policy 

| 09/23/93 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

2 1 

R S/CRD  x 3 

| 09/18/93 

| 07/22/94 

| 04/26/95 

| Terminated 

1 | 

UA  x ND 

| 10/08/93 

| 3/14/95 

| 08/25/95 

| Pol.FaiI/1  day  susp.in  abeyance— 2yrs  | 

1 | 

Policy 

| 10/18/93 

| annual  94 

| 04/04/95 

| Auto  Status  procedures  changed 

2 | 

CRD 

| 11/04/93  . 

| 05/13/94 

| 08/09/95 

| Not  Sustained  - Chiefs  Hearing 

4 | 

CRD 

| 11/10/93 

| 01/20*94 

| 03/03/94 

| Admonished 

1 | 

UA/ND 

| 11/12/93 

| 05/31/95 

| 11/09/95 

| Sustained  - 1 day  suspension 

2 1 

ND/ND 

| 11/15/93 

| 12/14/93 

| 06/20'95 

| Proper  Conduct  - Chiefs  hearing 

1 | 

UF 

| 11/18/93 

| 10/17/94 

| 04/26/95 

| 10  Days  Susp/6  Held  in  Abeyance 

X I 

ND 

| 11/29/93 

| 09/01/94 

| 10*21/94 

l Counselled 

2 I 

NDxND 

| 11/25/93 

| 10/28/94 

| 03/25/95 

| Admonished 

2 1 

UF 

| 12/09/93 

| 03/23/94 

| 06/16/94 

| Counselled 

CRD 

9 1 

CRD  x 2,  CRD 

| 12/13/93 

| -09/14/94 

4 03/17/95 

| Off.#l  1 day  susp/Off.#2  U 

1 | 

D.RS 

| 01/01/94 

| 08/26/94 

| 06/20*95 

| Dismissed  by  Police  Commission 

2 I 

SS 

| 01/12/94 

| 11/04/94 

| 06/19/95 

| Not  Sustained 

2 | 

Policy 

| 01/18/94 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 | 

UA  x 2 

| 01/19/94 

| 08/26/94 

| 09/14/95 

| NSx2/Chiefs  Hearing/Policy  Failure 

3 I 

UAxUA 

| 01/21/94 

| 03/20*95 

| 05/22/95 

| Proper  Conduct -Chiefs  Hearing 

3 | 

UF 

| 01/28/94 

| 08/22/94 

| 05/22/95 

| Sustained/Member  terminated 

1 | 

Policy 

| 02/07/94 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 | Policy  Failurc(ND=NS)  | 02/08/94 

| 09/16/94 

| 11/10*94 

| IHO  decision  NS. .Policy  Failure 

1 | 

CRD 

| 02/23/94 

| 11/28/94 

| 06/20*95 

| Sustained 

3 | 

CRD  X 2 

’ | 02/24/94 

| 10*25/94 

| 05/31/95 

| Sustained— CO  to  discipline 

9 1 

ND/ND 

| 02/24/94 

| 05/10/95 

| Pending  MCD 

3 | CRD,UAx2,UA,CRD.NI|  02/28/94 

| 08/07/95 

| Pending  MCD 

3 | 

ND 

| 03/02/94 

| 12/12/94 

| 03/05/95 

| NOTSUS.-  Chiefs  Hearing 

2 I 

UA  x UA  x UA 

| 03/09/94 

| 12/29/94 

| 303/11/95 

| Proper  Conduct -Chiefs  Hearing 

2 I 

CRDxND 

| 03/14/94 

| 12/19/94 

| 02/10*95 

| Pending  OCC  prosecution 

3 | 

ND 

| 03/16/94 

| 06/09/95 

| 11/13/95 

| Sustained -Written  Reprimand 

4 | 

ND,  NDx2 

| 03/25/94 

| 05/06/94 

| 11/28/94 

| Written  Reprimand 

9 1 

CRD 

| 04/05/94 

| 11/21/94 

| 03/24/95 

| Admonished 

2 I 

ND 

| 04/06/94 

| 01/10*95 

| 08/10*95 

| Sustained-Written  Reprimand 

4 | 

D 

| 05/02/94 

| 04/14/95 

| 08/09/95 

| Sustained -CO  to  determine  dispo. 

1 | 

UA,  ND  x 2 

| 05/09/94 

| 09/27/94 

| 03/20*95 

| 1 day  suspension 

8 1 

UA 

| 06/01/94 

| 01/09/95 

| 06/20*95 

| Written  Reprimand 

3 | 

ND 

| 06/1094 

| 12/29/94 

| 06/01/95 

| Sustained 

5 | 

D 

| 06/21/94 

| 01/13/95 

I 05/22/95 

| Sustained-CO  to  determine  dispo. 

1 | 

NDxND 

| 06/22/94 

| 08/31/94 

I 02/02/95 

| Not  Sustained  - Chiefs  Hearing 

' 


ETH| 

1 

SUSTND 

ALLEG. 

| COMP 
| DATE 

I DATE 
I MCD 

| DATE 
| RETD 

: | REMARKS 

1 

1 

1&3  | 

UA 

| 08/04/94 

| 06/27/95 

| 11/13/95 

| Sustained  — Written  Reprimand 

1 

1 | 

UFxDxUA 

| 08/04/94 

| 1077/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

3 | 

NDxND 

| 08/09/94 

| 01/10/95 

| 11/13/95 

| Not  Sustained  — ChieTs  Hearing 

1 

1 | 

Policy 

| 0S/1CV94 

1 

| 04/04/95 

| Department  Bulletin  to  be  issued 

1 

2 1 

D 

f 08/13/94 

| 01/09/95 

| 06/13/95 

| Officer  Retired 

1 

3 | 

Policy 

| 08/17/94 

| 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

2 | 

ND 

| 09/08/94 

| 8/29/95 

1 

i 

1 | 

D 

| 09/12/94 

| 07/14/95 

| 11/13/95 

| Sustained  — Written  Reprimand 

1 

Policy 

| 09/16/94 

| annual  94 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

3 1 

ND/ND 

| 09/2C/94 

| 06/12/95 

| 11/09/95 

| 1 Day  Suspension 

1 

2 1 

CRD 

| 09/22/94 

| 01/1095 

| 05/26/95 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

2 1 

ND 

| 09/30/94 

| 1 1/03/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

3 | 

UA/CRD* 

| 09/20/94 

| 06/3C/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

X I 

Policy 

| 09/29/94 

1 

1 

| Policy  Recommedation 

1 

1 1 

ND 

| 1078/94 

| 12/27/94 

| 03/24/95 

| Written  Reprimand 

1 

2 1 

CRD  x CRD 

| 1C/3C/94 

| 07/25/95 

| 12/06/95 

| 5 days  suspension  4 held  in  abeyance 

= 1 

1 | 

ND  x ND 

| 11/01/94 

| 1074/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 | 

UAxUF 

| 1 1/07/94 

| 07/18/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

9 1 

UF 

| 11/14/94 

| 12/15/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

3 | 

Policy 

| 11/16/94 

| A.Rprt’94 

l | 04/04/95* 

| Auto  Status  procedures  changed* 

1 

9 1 

D x ND* 

| 11/16/94 

| 06/28/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 | 

SS 

| 11/28/94 

| 03/14/95 

| 08/09/95 

| Sustained  - Written  Reprimand 

1 

3 | 

UF/ND 

| 12/02/94 

| 05/25/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

l‘| 

UA 

| 12/14/94 

| 08/29/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

6 | 

ND 

| 12/25/94 

| 04/17/95 

| 08/10/95 

| Sustained -Wirtten  Reprimand 

1 

2 1 

ND 

| 01/04/95 

| 08/01/95 

| 11/13/95 

| Sustained -Counseled  by  CO 

1 

2 I 

UA 

| 01/04/95 

| 07/28/95 

| 12/05/95 

| changed  to  POL.FAIL.by  IHO 

1 

x | 

ND  x ND 

| 01/04/95 

| 03/14/95 

| 08/25/95 

| Terminated/One  day  Suspension 

1 

1 

1 

l 

ND.ND  x 2;ND 

| 01/06/95 

1 

I 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

| ND;SS;UA;UA;ND;ND;  | 

1 

1 

1 

| CRD;CRD. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7 1 

UF 

1 

1 

| 01/12/95 

| 10/12/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

1 

1 | 

CRD 

| 01/24/95 

| 04/17/95 

| 10/18/95 

| 2 days  suspension 

1 

2 I 

CRD 

| 02/03/95 

| 11/15/95 

| 12/06/95 

| Sustained  — Admonished 

1 

2 1 

UA 

| 02/06/95 

| 06/01/95 

| 06/20/95 

| Sustained 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 02/18/95 

| 09/06/95 

| 06/20/95 

| Sustained  - Admonished  by  CO 

1 

2 1 

UA  X UA 

| 03/20/95 

| 09/06/95 

| 1 Off.  resigned;PENDING  MCD 

1 

3 | 

ND  X ND 

| 03/22/95 

| 07/18/95 

| 1 1/09/95 

| Sustained  — Witten  Reprimand 

1 

2 I 

ND 

| 03/28/95 

| 06/08/95 

| 12/08/95 

| 5 dyas  susp 3 held  in  abey  for  2 yis 

1 

1 | 

UA/D 

| 04/04/95 

| 06/21/95 

| 08/09/95 

| Pending^MCD 

1 

1 | 

D 

| 04/04/95 

| 08/04/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

2 I 

RS.UAx  2 

| 04/19/95 

| 08/25/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

ETH| 

SUSTND 

| COMP-I  DATE 

DATE 

| REMARKS 

1 

ALLEG. 

| DATE  | MCD 

RETD 

2 1 

UA 

| 12/11/95 

| 12/27/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 | 

ND 

| 05/09/95 

| 06/19/95 

08/10-95 

| Sustained  - Admonished 

? | 

UF;  USx  7 

| 06/06/95 

| 11/02/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

UA;UF 

| 07/20/95’ 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

UA 

| 07/20/95’ 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

ND 

| 07/20/95’ 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

UF;ND 

| 07/20-95  ’ 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

UA.UF 

| 07/20/95  ’ 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

UA;UF 

| 07/2Q/95’ 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

UA.UF 

1 

| 07/2Q/95* 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

UA;UF;SS;UA 

| 07/20/95* 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

1 

1 

UA 

1 

| 07/20/95* 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

UA 

| 07/20/95* 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 

ND;  ND 

| 07/20/95* 

| 08/24/95 

| Pending  MCD 

1 | 

RSxUA 

| 08/07/95 

| 01/06/95 

| Pending  MCD 

2 I 

CRD 

| 08/07/95 

| 10/04/95 

| Pending  MCD 

x | 

UA  x UA 

| 12/11/95 

| 12/27/95 

| Pending  MCD 

O.C.C.  POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
Case  0560-94 


SUBJECT:  RECOMMENDED  CHANGES  IN  THE  DOG  UNIT  POLICY  AND  PROCEDURE  MANUAL 
Recommendation 


The  department's  "Dog  Unit  Policy  and  Procedure  Manual,"  effective  December  10,  1990,  at  page  8.  Rule  5.  Dos 
Bites.,  should  be  amended  as  follows: 

In  the  event  of  a dog  bite,  officers  shall  report  this  marter  to  the  Dog  Unit  supervisor.  All  cir- 
cumstances sunounding  the  incident  shall  be  contained  in  an  incident  report.  Where  the  Dos 
Unit  officer  is  not  the  reporting  officer,  a supplemental  incident  report  shall  be  prepared  and 
anached  to  the  initial  report,  which  shall  include  ftlhe  type  and  severity  of  any  injury  and 
subsequent  treatment  shall  be  .listed.  The  incident  will  be  recorded  on  the  Yearly  Dog  Bite  Log 
and  the  current  Use  of  Force  Log. 

Dog  Unit  officers  shall  check  suspects  who  have  been  bitten  for  injuries  before  thev  are 
transported.  When  injuries  are  discovered,  the  Dos  Unit  officer  shall  inform  the  transporting 
officer,  who  shall  either  summon  an  ambulance  or.  in  appropriate  circumstances,  transport  the 
prisoner  to  a medical  facility  himself  or  herself  for  clearance  prior  to  booking,  in  accordance 
with  Department  General  Order  4,01.  When  the  Dog  Unit  officer  is  the  transporting  officer,  the 
procedures  contained  in  DGO  4.01  shall  be  followed. 

Background 

In  this  case,  the  complainant,  who  had  been  apprehended  by  a canine  unit,  was  transported  to  a district  station 
rather  than  to  a medical  facility.  The  incident  report  indicated  that  the  injuries  were  only  noted  after  the  prisoner 
had  been  brought  to  the  district  station.  Although  an  ambulance  was  summoned,  paramedics  refused  to  respond. 
Complainant  was  taken  to  San  Francisco  General,  but  not  until  several  hours  had  elapsed.  By  requiring  officers 
to  physically  check  prisoners  for  injuries  and  to  inform  the  transporting  officer,  the  provisions  of  DGO  4.01  are 
more  likely  to  be  enforced. 


Furthermore,  requiring  the  Dog  Unit  officer  to  prepare  and  submit  a supplemental  report  will  help  fulfill  the 
requirements  of  Rule  5 of  the  Unit  Procedure  Manual  when  the  Dog  Unit  officer  is  not  the  reporting  officer.  In 
this  case,  the  Dog  Unit  officer  was  not  the  reporting  officer  and  he  merely. gave  an  oral  statement  which,  when 
put  in  writing  by  the  reporting  officer  was  not  as  complete  as  that  which  is  required  by  the  Unit  Policy. 


Reviewed  by: 


JOHN  PARKER 


Chief  Investigator 


Sr.  Investigator 


LANCE  BAYER 


Director 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASES  0571-94  AND  0006-95 


•SUBJECT:  CLARIFICATION  OF  AND  TRAINING  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT'S 
STRIP  SEARCH  POLICIES. 


Recommendation: 

The  Department's  strip  search  policy  should  be  clarified  in  the  following 
regards: 

1.  As  to  whether  it  also  applies  to  strip  searches  which  are  conducted  in 
the  field, 

2.  Whether  strip  searches  in  the  field  are  allowable,  and  if  so,  under  what 
conditions,  and 

3.  Whether  a strip  search  may  be  conducted  on  a detainee  as  well  as  an 
arrestee. 

Furthermore,  once  the  policy  has  been  clarified  and  implemented,  the 
Department  should  take  appropriate  steps  to  ensure  that  members  are 
adequately  notified  of  and  trained  in  the  procedures. 


Background: 

Both  cases  involved  strip  searches  which  were  conducted  in  public  and  without 
the  prior  approval  of  a supervising  officer.  The  Department's  strip  search  policy 
which  is  found  in  General  Order  4.01,  Rule  D.2.,  states: 

a.  Most  bookings  at  the  district  station  require  a booking 
search  only;  however,  if  an  officer  has  a reasonable 
suspicion  based  on  specific  and  articulable  facts  that  an 
arrestee  is  concealing  a weapon  or  contraband,  he/she  may 
conduct  a strip  search  with  the  approval  of  a supervisor. 

Strip  searches  must  be  conducted  by  an  officer  of  the  same 
sex  as  the  arrestee  with  a concern  for  safety  and  privacy  of 
the  arrestee. 


b. 


Before  conducting  a strip  search,  a supervisory  officer  must 
complete  "Strip  Search  and  Visual  Body  Cavity  Search 
Authorization"  (SFPD  305).  The  form  ust  be  attached  to  the 
incident  report. 

The  plain  meaning  of  the  language  of  the  order  would  indicate  that  only 
arrestees  may  be  the  subject  of  a strip  search  and  then  only  at  a police  facility 
with  the  written  approval  of  a superior  officer.  Nevertheless,  the  OCC  has  seen 
an  increasing  number  of  complaints  about  public  strip  searches  which  were 
conducted  on  detainees  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  there  is 
probable  cause  to  arrest.  Most  of  these  strip  searches  have  been  conducted 
without  the  written  approval  of  a superior  officer. 

Clearly,  conducting  public  strip  searches,  which  by  their  definition  involve  the 
"[rjemoval  of  clothing  for  a visual  inspection  of  underclothing,  breasts,  buttocks 
or  genitalia,"  expose  the  subject  to  greater  public  scrutiny  of  private  matters 
than  if  the  search  were  to  be  conducted  inside  a police  facility.  Furthermore, 
requiring  a detainee  to  remove  his. or  her  clothing  in  public  is,  in  all  likelihood, 
a violation  not  only  of  the  privacy  rights  of  the  individual,  but  of  the  right  to  be 
free  of  unreasonable  searches  or  seizures. 

The  Department  must  therefore  determine  when  and  if  strip  searches  may  be 
conducted  on  mere  detainees,  as  well  as  when  and  if  strip  searches  may  be 
conducted  in  public  places.  Once  it  has  doen  so,  it  is  encumbent  that  the 
Department  ensure  that  its  members  are  adequately  trained. 


Prepared  by: 


Reviewed  by: 


BARBARA  ATTARD 
Sr.  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


JOHN  PARKER 
Chief  Investigator 


LANCE  BAYER 
Director 


DEFINITIONS  OF  ALLEGATIONS 


Unnecessary  Force  (UF)  : Any  use  of  force  which  exceeds  the  level  of  force 

reasonably  needed  to  perform  a necessary  police  action. 

Unwarranted  Action  (UA)  : An  act  or  action  not  necessitated  by  circumstances 

or  which  does  not  effect  a legitimate  police  purpose. 

Conduct  Reflecting  Discredit  (CRD) : An  act  of  action  which,  by  its  nature, 

reflects  badly  on  the  Department  and  undermines  public  confidence. 

Neglect  of  Duty  (ND)  : Failure  to  take  action  when  some  action  is  required  under 

the  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Racial  Slur  (RS)  : Behavior  or  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  race  or  ethnicity. 

Sexual  Slur  (SS) : Behavior  or  the  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  sex  or  sexual  orientation. 

Discourtesy  (D)  : Behavior  or  language  commonly  known  to  cause  offense,  including 

the  use  of  profanity. 

DEFINITIONS  OF  FINDINGS 


Sustained  (S)  : A preponderance  of  the  evidence  proved  that  the  conduct 
complained  of  did  occur,  and  that  using  as  a standard  the  applicable  regulations 
of  the  Department,  the  conduct  was  improper. 

Not  Sustained  (NS)  : The  investigation  failed  to  disclose  sufficient  evidence  to 
either  prove,  or  disprove  the  allegation  made  in  the  complaint. 

Proper  Conduct  (PC)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  which  provided  the  basis 
for  the  allegations  occurred;  however,  such  acts  were  justified,  lawful,  and 
proper . 

Unfounded  (U) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  alleged  in  the  complaint  did 
not  occur,  or  that  the  named  member  was  not  involved  in  the  acts  alleged. 

Policy  Failure  (PF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  act  by  the  member  was 
justified  by  Departmental  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation;  however,  the  OCC 
recommends  a change  in  the  particular  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation. 

Supervision  Failure  (SF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  were 
the  result  of  inadequate  supervision  when  viewed  in  light  of  applicable  law; 
training;  and  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Training  Failure  (TF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  was  the 
result  of  inadequate  or  inappropriate  training;  or  a absence  of  training  when 
viewed  in  light  of  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Information  Only  (IO)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  did  not 
involve  a sworn  member  of  the  Department;  or  that  the  action  described  was  so 
obviously  imaginary  that  their  occurrence  is  not  admissible  by  any  competent 
authority.  Information  Only  allegations  are  not  counted  as  complaints  against 
sworn  members  of  the  Department.  Complaints  against  non-sworn  employees  of  the 
Department  are  referred  to  Management  Control  Division.  Complaints  against 
employees  of  other  agencies,  are  referred  to  the  appropriate  agency. 

No  Finding  (NF)  : The  complainant  failed  to  provide  additional  requested 
evidence,  the  complainant  requested  a withdrawal  of  the  complaint,  or  the  officer 
is  no  longer  available  and  subject  to  Department  discipline. 

Mediation  (M) : By  mutual  agreement  of  the  complainant  and  the  accused  member, 
the  complaint  was  mediated  and  resolved  in  a non-disciplinary  manner. 
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THE  POLICE  COMMISSION 

OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


January  31,  1997 


TO:  Honorable  John  Keker,  President 
San  Francisco  Police  Commission 
Hall  of  Justice,  850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco  CA.  94103 


RE:  Presentation  of  1996  Annual  Report 
Dear  President  Keker: 

I am  pleased  to  present  the  1996  Annual  Report  of  the  Office  of  Citizen 
Complaints,  for  review  by  the  SF  Police  Commission.  1 996  has  seen  significant 
improvements  at  the  OCC.  These  have  included  unprecedented  growth  in 
staffing,  budget  and  workload,  a notable  level  of  enhancement  of  agency 
credibility,  the  efficient  and  careful  intake,  investigation  and  closure  of  a 
sizeable  number  of  cases  by  the  OCC,  and  the  prosecution  of  two  complex 
cases  of  alleged  police  misconduct  before  the  Police  Commission. 

Under  my  direction  since  mid-May  1996,  the  hallmark  of  the  OCC’s 
operations  has  been  progress,  measured  both  quantitatively  and  qualitatively. 
The  goals  of  this  progress  are  set  forth  in  the  OCC’s  mission  statement  (a  copy  of 
the  OCC's  Mission  Statement  is  attached  to  the  report  at  p.  18):  to  assure 
excellent  training  and  professionalism  of  all  OCC  staff  members;  to  assure  the 
highest  levels  of  accountability  by  SF  Police  Department  members  to  the  public; 
and,  to  afford  courteous  and  effective  services  to  complainants  coming  to  the 
OCC  from  a wide  variety  of  cultures,  backgrounds,  languages  and  life 
experiences. 

To  these  ends,  during  1996  the  OCC  has  experienced  conscientious  building 
of  its  staff.  Pursuant  to  Charter  reform,  in  1996  the  line  investigative  staff  of  the 
OCC  was  required  essentially  to  double,  from  8 to  14  persons,  to  meet  the  legal 
mandate  that  there  be  one  ( 1 ) line  investigator  for  every  one  hundred  fifty  ( 1 50) 
sworn  SFPD  members.  The  OCC  acquired  a new  senior  staff  attorney  in  mid- 
1996,  and  clerical  support  staff  grew  to  accommodate  increased  investigative 
staff.  Measures  adopted  to  build  the  OCC’s  staff  have  included  locating  and 
retaining  personnel  who  hold  the  strongest  available  qualifications,  including 


Mary  C.  Dunlap 

Director 
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cultural,  racial  and  experiential  diversity,  providing  top-notch  training  of  new 
investigative  and  support  staff,  attending  to  problems  of  morale  and 
interpersonal  conflicts,  and  providing  developmental  job  assignments  to 
experienced  personnel.  Several  of  the  most  qualified  and  experienced  OCC 
personnel  have  served  in  acting  and  provisional  senior  investigator  and  special 
assistant  positions  since  mid-1996,  in  order  to  advance  preparedness  of  the 
agency  as  a whole,  including  its  very  newest  personnel,  to  handle  increased 
caseloads  and  to  afford  more  intensive  review  within  the  OCC  of  the  quality  of 
work  produced,  as  well  as  to  enable  community  outreach  and  co-operation. 

Higher  efficiency  in  handling  of  the  OCC  caseload  has  accompanied  these 
personnel  additions  and  improvements.  In  1996,  the  OCC  opened  a total  of 
1023  new  cases,  and  closed  a total  of  890  cases  during  the  year,  including  all 
but  10  cases  carried  forward  from  1995.  The  OCC  sustained  allegations  in  61  of 
the  890  cases  it  closed  (6.9%).  Many  of  the  OCC’s  sustained  cases  have  resulted 
or  will  result  in  important  policy  improvements  within  the  SF  Police  Department, 
by  means  of  adoption  of  the  OCC’s  recommendations  by  the  Department  and 
Commission. 

OCC’s  senior  staff  attorney  organized  and  led  teams  of  private  attorneys, 
who  served  pro  bono  publico,  in  the  prosecution  of  police  officers  before  the 
Police  Commission  in  two  factually  intricate  and  highly  publicized  cases.  These 
cases  involved,  respectively,  allegations  of  police  misconduct  at  a New  Year’s 
eve  party  occurring  at  938  Harrison  Street  on  January  1,  1995,  and  allegations  of 
police  misconduct  in  the  arrest  and  subsequent  death  in  custody  of  Aaron 
Williams  on  June  4,  1995.  The  938  Harrison  Street  prosecution  resulted  in  findings 
of  misconduct  and  imposition  of  discipline  against  two  officers,  and  dismissal  of 
charges  against  two  others;  the  Williams  case  resulted  in  a split  vote  of  the  Police 
Commission  as  to  the  charges  of  excessive  force,  concluding  with  dismissal  of 
those  charges,  while  other  charges  against  several  officers  involved  in  the  arrest 
and  transportation  of  Mr.  Williams  were  separated  for  later  resolution. 

Other  highlights  of  the  OCC’s  work  in  1996  include:  improved  access  of  OCC 
personnel  to  community  leaders  and  groups;  re-computerization  of  all 
workstations  at  the  OCC,  with  implementation  of  a new  LAN  system  and 
comprehensive  database  for  OCC  cases;  amicable  and  regular  contact 
between  OCC  leadership  and  the  Chief  and  other  members  of  the  Police 
Department’s  command,  the  Management  Control  Division  and  the  Legal 
Division  on  matters  of  joint  concern,  such  as  achieving  fairness  and  consistency 
of  penalties  in  police  discipline  cases,  making  the  Early  Warning  System  work 
better,  facilitating  resolution  of  civil  and  criminal  discovery  controversies,  and 
resolving  other  issues  of  common  interest. 


3 


I hope  that  you  will  enjoy  reviewing  this  report,  and  that  you  will  take  pride  in 
your  part  of  the  progress  that  this  report  documents.  This  report  should  answer 
most  questions  about  complaints  of  police  misconduct  by  civilians  and  the 
performance  of  the  OCC  in  handling  those  complaints  in  1996.  Please  contact 
me  directly  with  any  additional  question  that  this  report  raises  for  you,  or  with  any 
other  matter  as  to  which  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  might  be  of  service. 


cc.  Pat  Norman,  Vice  President 
Sidney  Chan,  Member 
Clothilde  Hewlett,  Member 
Jim  Salinas,  Sr.,  Member 
San  Francisco  Police  Commission 

Fred  Lau,  Chief 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 


With  best  regards, 
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I.  GROWTH  OF  THE  OCC 


The  Charter  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  was  amended  by  a 
ballot  measure  requiring  that  “ [a]s  of  July  1 , 1 996,  the  staff  of  the  office  of  citizen 
complaints  shall  consist  of  no  fewer  than  one  line  investigator  for  every  1 50 
sworn  members ...  [of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department].”  During  1996,  a 
total  of  eight  (8)  new  line  investigators  have  been  hired,  trained  and  retained  to 
meet  this  mandate.  Selections  were  made  after  rigorous  examination  and 
interview  of  candidates  chosen  from  a list  of  qualified  persons  provided  by  the 
Department  of  Human  Resources.  Training  of  line  investigators  in  the  methods, 
standards,  rules  and  practices  of  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  has  been 
ongoing,  beginning  with  three  (3)  to  four  (4)  weeks  of  formal  classroom  training 
conducted  at  the  OCC’s  offices,  provided  by  both  experienced  OCC  personnel 
and  an  array  of  outside  speakers,  followed  by  several  months  of  close 
supervision  and  teaching,  as  well  as  attendance  at  some  POST  courses.  Police 
Commission  hearings  and  other  events  providing  learning  opportunities  to  new 
staff.  All  of  the  OCC’s  most  experienced  investigators  have  contributed 
generous  amounts  of  time  and  effort  to  assist  in  this  vital  training  process. 

As  of  the  end  of  1996,  the  newest  investigators  hired  at  the  OCC  have  begun 
to  handle  routine  intake  of  complaints.  Each  has  a caseload,  and  all  are 
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becoming  fluent  in  the  routines  of  OCC  investigations.  All  new  investigators 
have  been  closely  supervised  in  their  learning  processes,  and  each  has  been 

provided  with  evaluative  feedback,  by  the  acting  and  provisional  senior 
investigators  who  are  monitoring  their  work  and  overseeing  their  development. 
Reporting  directly  to  Chief  Investigator  John  Parker,  and  provided  with  his  able 
leadership  and  expertise  in  the  processes  of  case  intake  and  investigation,  the 
senior  investigators  have  served  as  team  leaders  overseeing  groups  of  four  to 
five  investigators  each.  This  improved  ratio  of  availability  of  senior  investigators 
to  train,  supervise  and  evaluate  each  step  of  the  work  of  line  investigators  has 
made  a crucially  positive  difference  in  the  speed,  thoroughness  and  correctness 
of  case  investigations  and  dispositions  within  the  OCC. 

The  progress  of  the  new  group  of  line  investigators  has  reached  a stage 
permitting  the  OCC  to  do  more  extensive  community  outreach  during  1997.  The 
increased  volume  and  variety  of  complaints  that  will  be  yielded  by  planned 
outreach  can  now  be  competently  handled  by  the  enlarged  investigative  staff. 
For  example,  plans  to  do  outreach  to  youth  in  San  Francisco  about  police 
relations,  primarily  through  meetings  and  classroom  contacts,  are  currently 
being  implemented.  This  youth  outreach  and  all  other  OCC  community 
outreach  programs  will  be  overseen  by  Barbara  Attard,  who  has  been  serving 

as  acting  special  assistant  to  the  director  of  the  OCC  since  fall  of  1996. 
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The  line  investigators  hired  at  the  OCC  in  1996  are  a diverse  and  talented 
group  of  individuals,  possessing  a broad  range  of  life  experiences.  An  EEO 

"snapshot”  of  the  group  shows  that  there  are  four  (4)  females  and  four  (4)  males, 
including  one  African-American,  one  Latino-American  and  one  Latina- 
American,  one  Chinese-American,  one  Siberian-American  and  three  Anglo- 
Americans.  This  group  provides  language  services  and  cultural  expertise  as  to  a 
number  of  communities  for  whom  OCC’s  services  are  especially  needed, 
namely,  monolingual  complainants  speaking  Spanish,  Chinese  and  Russian. 

The  clerical  support  staff  of  the  OCC  includes  three  (3)  new  members  as  well. 
These  individuals,  Gwen  Lancaster,  Pat  Grigerek  and  Maria  Jose  Lacayo,  have 
received  extensive  on-the-job  training.  Under  the  capable  supervision  of 
principal  clerk  Linda  Taylor,  and  with  laudable  assistance  from  MIS  specialist 
Silvia  Landau,  the  OCC’s  clerical  support  team  accomplished  a dramatic 
reduction  of  the  backlog  of  OCC  correspondence  and  case  closures  in  1996. 
Additionally,  the  clerical  support  staff  handled  an  unusually  large  volume  of 
legal  discovery  requests  by  the  Police  Department  and  City  Attorney’s  office, 
through  orders  for  production  of  investigation-related  documents  and  records  in 
criminal  and  civil  trials.  Exemplary  accounting  of  personnel  expenses  and 
worktime  by  senior  account  clerk  Laura  Tham  has  empowered  the  OCC  to  stay 
within  budget  confines  while  using  carefully  managed  overtime  and  selective 
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new  purchases  (e.g.  a new  high-speed  photocopier)  to  handle  increased 
clerical  burdens. 

Growth  of  the  OCC  investigative  and  clerical  staff  was  enabled  by  an 
increase  in  the  OCC’s  annual  budget,  from  a total  budget  of  $1 ,441 ,489.  in 
fiscal  ‘95-’96  to  a total  budget  of  $1 ,91 6,383.  in  fiscal  ‘96-’97.  This  increase  has 
also  allowed  the  OCC  to  re-computerize  all  workstations,  to  implement  its  new 
LAN  system  and  database  for  OCC  complaints,  and  to  make  other 
improvements  in  the  work  environment.  However,  because  the  previous 
Director  of  the  OCC  did  not  budget  for  litigation  costs,  and  for  increased 
supervisory  personnel,  space  and  equipment  necessitated  by  the  mandated 
increase  of  fhe  line  investigator  staff,  the  OCC  is  seeking  a supplemental 
appropriation  from  the  City  to  enable  payment  of  the  essential  additional  costs 
of  OCC’s  legally  mandated  growth  of  staff,  and  its  extensive  trial  work  before 
the  Police  Commission  in  1996. 


II.  OCC  CASELOAD 

As  set  forth  in  the  Comprehensive  Statistical  Report  of  the  OCC  for  1 /01  /96 
through  12/31/96,  the  OCC  received  1023  new  cases  (see  p.  19).  During  the 
year,  560  of  these  cases  were  closed,  along  with  330  cases  from  1 995.  As  of  the 

end  of  1996,  the  10  cases  remaining  from  1995  include  some  complex  "A" 
cases  that  involve  especially  elaborate  levels  of  investigation  and  review. 


8 


The  OCC  concluded  that  one  or  more  allegations  of  police  misconduct 
should  be  sustained  in  61  (6.9%)  of  the  890  cases  it  closed.  Among  the  sustained 
cases,  several  gave  rise  to  policy  recommendations  by  the  OCC.  Copies  of 
these  recommendations  are  included  in  this  report  (see  attached  “Policy 
Recommendations”  at  pp.  37-55).  Some  of  these  recommendations  already 
have  been  adopted  or  accepted,  as  indicated;  others  are  under  consideration 
and  will  be  presented  to  the  Police  Commission  for  adoption  after  consultations 
between  the  OCC  and  the  Police  Department.  All  policy  recommendations 
generated  from  the  OCC  during  1996,  and  not  simply  those  from  the  fourth 
quarter,  are  included  in  this  report  so  that  all  Police  Commissioners  and  other 
interested  parties  will  have  full  information  about  accomplishments  in  the  area 
of  policy  recommendations  by  the  OCC  in  1996. 

The  OCC  prosecuted  two  major  cases  to  the  Police  Commission  in  the  latter 
half  of  1996.  In  the  first  of  these,  the  "938  Harrison  Street"  case,  members  of  the 
Police  Commission  heard  testimony  and  took  evidence  during  ten  (10)  trial  days 
in  fall  1996,  concerning  allegations  by  the  Chief  of  Police  that  four  (4)  members 
of  the  Department  engaged  in  misconduct  during  the  shutting  down  of  a party 

at  that  location  late  in  the  night  of  New  Year’s  eve  1994.  After  dismissal  of  some 
of  the  pending  charges  pleaded  by  prior  counsel,  a team  of  volunteer  attorneys 
from  Morrison  & Foerster  was  organized  by  the  OCC’s  lead  counsel,  senior  staff 
attorney  Diane  Chin,  to  assist  her  in  presenting  the  primary  charges  in  the  case. 
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After  two  weeks  of  trial  and  closing  arguments,  this  legal  team  submitted  to  the 
Commission  a highly  detailed  case  against  four  officers  of  the  Department  for 
their  parts  in  alleged  violations  of  law  and  policy  occurring  during  the  taking 
down,  arrest  and  charging  of  a large  number  of  persons  who  attended  the 
event,  during  a joint  operation  between  the  Department  and  state  Alcoholic 
Beverage  Control  officers.  Findings  of  wrongdoing  and  discipline  as  to  two 
officers,  and  dismissal  of  charges  against  two  others,  followed.  Most  of  the 
remaining  charges  stemming  from  the  "938  Harrison  Street"  case  have  since 
been  tried  by  Ms.  Chin  to  the  designee  of  the  Chief  of  Police. 

Working  with  volunteer  attorneys  Mark  Jansen,  of  Townsend  & Townsend  & 
Crew,  and  Jean  Field,  Ms.  Chin  presented  a case  of  unnecessary  force  to  the 
Police  Commission  in  October  and  November  1996.  This  case,  which  is  part  of  a 
larger  case  still  pending  as  of  the  date  of  preparation  of  this  report,  involved 
specific  allegations  of  brutality  in  the  treatment  of  Aaron  Williams,  an  African- 
American  male  who  died  in  police  custody  on  June  4,  1995.  The  charges  of 
excessive  force  against  the  officer  were  dismissed  after  trial  and  deliberations, 
by  a 2-2  vote  of  the  Police  Commission,  on  November  20,  1996. 

Both  the  "938  Harrison  Street"  and  Aaron  Williams  cases  have  required 
extraordinary  effort  and  labor  on  the  part  of  OCC  staff.  Senior  staff  attorney 
Diane  Chin  has  served  the  Chief,  the  OCC  and  the  people  of  San  Francisco  with 
excellence  throughout  both  of  these  major  cases.  Ms.  Chin,  along  with  acting 
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special  assistant/senior  investigator  Barbara  Attard  in  the  Willliams  case,  and  with 
senior  investigators  Blanche  Blachman  and  Diana  Christensen  in  the  “938 
Harrison  Street”  case,  deserve  particular  commendation  for  their  exceptionally 
hard  work  in  the  preparation  and  presentation  of  these  cases. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  OCC  had  the  help  of  attorneys  operating  pro  bono 
pubiico\v\  these  cases,  and  that  law  students  from  USF  Law  School  and  UC 
Berkeley’s  Boalt  Hall  also  assisted  in  the  demanding  labors  of  this  litigation.  These 
generous  volunteers  have  contributed  greatly  to  the  resources  of  the  OCC,  and 
to  its  ability  to  handle  complex  and  demanding  litigation.  Based  on  these 
successful  experiences,  the  OCC  will  seek  similar  voluntary  public  interest 
participation  by  members  of  the  legal  community,  where  appropriate  and 
useful,  in  future  cases. 


III.  OCC  PUBLIC  CREDIBILITY  AND  COMMUNITY  RELATIONS 

In  mid-1996,  Mayor  Willie  L.  Brown  Jr.  indicated  his  concerns  about  the  Office 
of  Citizen  Complaints,  in  the  context  of  resignations  by  the  prior  director  and  the 
prior  staff  attorney.  Specifically,  Mayor  Brown  stated  that  the  OCC  "suffers ...  in 
terms  of  credibility  with  respect  to  the  general  public.”  ( Son  Francisco  Daily 
Journal at  p.  2 (5/13/96)). 

OCC  management  and  staff  have  received  extensive  feedback  from  many 
sources  indicating  to  us  that  the  credibility  of  the  OCC  has  improved 


li 


' 


perceptibly,  and  perhaps  even  dramatically,  during  the  months  since  Mayor 
Brown’s  observation  was  made.  Specific  steps  taken  so  far  fo  build  and  rebuild 
the  OCC’s  credibility  with  the  general  public  have  included: 

• dozens  of  meetings  of  the  OCC  director  and  other  staff  with  a wide  variety  of 
community  organizations,  leaders  and  concerned  individuals  about  matters 
of  police  misconduct  and  police/community  relations 

• numerous  trainings  and  staff  discussions  at  the  OCC  aimed  at  creating  more 
effective  and  compassionate  listening  skills  by  all  OCC  personnel  to  members 
of  the  public,  including  complainants,  witnesses  and  others  concerned  with 
matters  of  police/community  relations 

• ongoing  examination  of  the  OCC’s  methods  of  investigation  and  case 
development,  and  ongoing  work  led  by  the  director  and  senior  staff  attorney 
to  improve  the  strength  and  clarity  of  evidence,  pleadings  and  other 
elements  of  sustained  cases  from  the  OCC. 

In  addition  to  these  steps,  the  OCC  has  begun  and  will  continue  to  engage  in 
active,  planned  programs  of  outreach.  Those  who  will  receive  particular 
emphasis  in  this  outreach  are  members  of  communities  that  appear  or  claim  to 
be  underserved  by  the  OCC  at  present  (including  but  not  limited  to  young 
people,  especially  teenagers,  Asian-Americans,  Filippino-Americans  and  Pacific 
Islanders,  Native  Americans,  and  Latino/Latina-Americans),  and  members  of 
any  group  that  appears  or  claims  to  receive  disproportionately  negative 
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attention  or  intervention  by  the  SF  Police  Department  (including  but  not  limited 
. to  poor  and  homeless  persons,  African-Americans  and  other  persons  of  color 
and  ethnic  minority  persons,  sex  workers,  and  transgendered  persons). 

A statistical  picture  of  OCC  complainants  illustrates  some  aspects  of  the 
population  groups  served  by  the  OCC  in  1996  (See  “OCC  Complainants  By 
Selected  Demographic  Characteristics”,  at  p.  29  of  this  report).  Among  the 
complaints  received  in  1996,  less  than  1%  came  from  persons  under  17  years  of 
age.  Latino/Latina-Americans,  Asian-Americans,  Filipino-Americans,  Pacific 
Islanders  and  Native  Americans  filed  complaints  with  the  OCC  at  rates  that  are 
below  their  respective  percentages  in  the  population  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.  African-Americans  comprised  26%  of  the  OCC’s  complainants,  a 
percentage  that  is  higher  than  the  percentage  of  African-Americans  in  the 
City's  population.  While  no  hard-and-fast  interpretations  should  be  assigned  to 
any  of  these  numbers,  notice  and  closer  study  of  these  apparent  disparities  will 
follow.  This  closer  study  will  assist  the  OCC  in  determining  where  its  outreach 
efforts  should  be  focussed,  and  in  considering  claims  that  police  are 
underserving  and/or  over-engaging  with  members  of  particular  groups, 
identified  racially  and  otherwise. 

Detailed  and  reliable  studies  by  the  OCC  of  patterns  in  police  treatment  of 
particular  groups  will  be  far  easier  to  conduct  in  the  near  future,  as  the  state-of- 
the-art  LAN  system  and  database  encompassing  the  OCC’s  caseload  come 
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fully  into  operation  in  1997.  Along  with  regular  investigation  of  individual 
complaints,  studies  of  patterns  of  complaints  by  the  OCC  should  help  to  assure 
continuing  improvements  in  the  credibility  of  the  OCC,  especially  among  those 
who  have  been  underserved  by  the  OCC  in  the  past,  and  those  who  are 
currently  perceiving  and  experiencing  mistreatment  by  the  Police  Department. 


IV.  OCC/POLICE  DEPARTMENT  RELATIONS 

A sage  observer  who  serves  in  a high  post  in  the  command  staff  of  the  SF 
Police  Department  recently  observed  to  the  director  of  the  OCC  that  there  will 
always  be  some  SF  police  officers  who  view  the  OCC  with  the  same  disdain  and 
distrust  that  they  view  members  of  the  Management  Control  Division  of  the 
Department  itself,  and  that  they  used  to  view  officers  assigned  to  "internal 
affairs”.  Those  charged  with  overseeing  complaints  of  misconduct  against 
police  officers  — with  "policing  the  police" — will  tend  to  be  viewed  negatively 
by  some  police  officers,  whether  we  are  "inside”  or  "outside”  the  Police 
Department  itself. 

The  operations  of  the  OCC  are  not  designed  to  be  popular  with  officers,  just 
as  the  operations  of  the  Management  Control  Division  are  not  so  designed. 
Alliances  between  the  OCC  and  the  Management  Control  Division  of  the  Police 
Department,  as  well  as  between  the  OCC  and  the  Department’s  Legal  Division, 
and  bridges  between  the  OCC  and  Chief  Fred  Lau  and  his  command  staff, 
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have  all  been  strengthened  in  1996  by  a series  of  meetings  and  regular 
opportunities  to  collaborate  on  litigation  and  police  discipline  matters.  While  we 
have  not  always  agreed,  we  have  always  disagreed  respectfully  and  with 
consciousness  of  the  difficulty  of  each  other's  tasks.  It  is  expected  and  intended 
that  these  good  relationships  will  continue  to  be  fostered. 

The  purpose  of  the  OCC,  to  receive  and  investigate  charges  and  to  pursue 
meritorious  cases  of  police  misconduct  when  presented  by  civilians  in  San 
Francisco,  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  work  of  the  Police  Department  itself. 
Chief  Lau  and  members  of  his  command  staff,  Management  Control  and  Legal 
Divisions  seem  to  understand  this  harmony  of  our  purposes  well,  and  to  operate 
in  terms  of  the  basic  truth  that  the  Department  itself  suffers  as  much  as  the 
public,  if  not  more,  from  acts  of  police  misconduct.  While  it  is  never  easy  for  the 
Department  to  identify,  try  and  punish  those  within  its  own  ranks,  in  1996  the 
OCC  has  observed,  and  the  OCC’s  mission  has  been  advanced,  by  a palpable 
commitment  to  professionalism  and  even-handed  discipline  of  officers, 
especially  from  Chief  Lau  and  others  in  Police  Department  management 
mentioned  here.  We  at  the  OCC  are  inestimably  grateful  for  this  friendly 
working  rapport  based  in  our  fundamental  agreement  on  mutual  priorities. 
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V.  CONCLUSION 


The  year  1 996  was  filled  with  challenge  and  change  for  the  Office  of  Citizen 
Complaints.  The  OCC  and  its  staff  have  weathered  this  period  of  great 
transitions  well,  and  have  emerged  strong  and  determined  in  our  mission. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
BY:  Ma^C.  Dunlap  ' 


Director,  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints 
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MISSION  STATEMENT  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 


The  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  ("the  O.C.C.")  was  founded 
by  the  people  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  in  the  year 
1983.  By  means  of  a popular  vote  strongly  affirming  a ballot 
measure,  the  O.C.C.  was  born.  The  highest  purpose,  essence  and 
meaning  of  the  O.C.C.  is  and  has  always  been  to  achieve 
accountability  of  every  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  in  each  and  every  rank,  position  and  location,  to  all 
of  the  people  in  or  of  this  City  and  County. 

San  Francisco  is  a special  city,  one  to  which  the  world 
looks  for  inspiration,  ethical  guidance  and  humanitarian  models 
in  addressing  problems  both  contemporary  and  chronic.  Whether  it 
is  a matter  of  finding  the  best  medical,  emotional,  legal  and 
moral  prototypes  for  the  care  and  support  of  people  with  AIDS, 
HIV-positive  people,  and  their  loved  ones,  or  locating  the  most 
expert  methods  for  maintaining  civil  order  during  and  after 
devastating  earthquakes,  or  learning  how  most  effectively  to 
diversify  local  government  to  serve  and  reflect  the  multicultural 
human  rainbow,  or  doing  formative  work  on  a host  of  other 
persistent  problems  affecting  health,  safety,  welfare  and  the 
environment,  San  Francisco  is  a leader  in  our  region,  state, 
nation  and  in  the  world.  In  accomplishing  civilian  review  and 
oversight,  prevention,  deterrence,  and  discipline,  as  to  police 
brutality,  inequality  of  enforcement,  and  in  the  challenge  of 
overcoming  police  misconduct,  San  Francisco  is  looked  to  as  a 
leader,  and  San  Francisco  must  become  a better  leader. 

But  how  shall  we  do  this?  Every  person  working  at  the 
O.C.C.  can  make  a crucial  difference.  Every  individual  who  works 
at  the  O.C.C.,  paid  or  volunteer,  temporary  or  permanent, 
regardless  of  job  title,  position,  level  of  experience,  political 
beliefs  or  personal  identity,  must  be  dedicated  and  re-dedicated 
to  meeting  certain  standards.  These  are: 

(1.)  To  show  to  every  person  who  has  business  with  the  O.C.C.  the 
utmost  courtesy,  respect,  and  understanding  of  their  situation; 
(2.)  To  realize  that  an  honest,  just,  effective  and  duly 
restrained  police  force  is  instrumental  to  civic  peace; 

(3.)  To  realize  that  the  responsibilities  of  the  O.C.C.  in 
achieving  an  honest,  just,  effective  and  duly  restrained  police 
force  serve  a sacred  public  trust;  and,  to  make  choices  and 
decisions  harmonious  with  that  public  trust,  based  on  fairness 
and  truth,  and  never  upon  partisanship  or  sentiment,  as  to  each 
complaint  presented,  and  as  to  each  problem  encountered; 

(4.)  To  appreciate  that  the  work  of  the  O.C.C.  will  be  unwelcome, 
unpopular  and  misunderstood  among  some,  and  not  to  be  deterred  or 
distracted  by  those  reactions,  but  rather  to  stay  focussed  on  the 
central  and  justifying  mission  of  the  Office  of  Citizen 
Complaints,  namely,  to  achieve  accountability  of  every  member  of 
the  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  in  whatever  rank,  position 
and  location,  to  all  of  the  people  in  or  of  this  City  and  County. 

By:  Mary  C.  Dunlap,  Director  (7/29/96) 
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HOW  COMPLAINTS  ARE  RECEIVED 
DATE:  01/01/1996  TO  12/31/96 
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Correction  from  previous  reports. 
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Discourtesy  Procedure  Policy  Failure  Allegations  Officers 
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5U  -Investigations  HQ 
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ALLEGATIONS  BY  PERCENTAGE,  1996 
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OCC  Complaints  By  Selected  Demographic  Characteristics 
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**  A number  of  transgendered  persons  made  complaints  to  OCC  in  1996:  however, 
only  one  identified  as  transgendered  on  the  293  complaint  form. 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  #257-96 


SUBJECT:  Limiting  the  loss  of  Traffic  Collision  Reports  and  Hit  and  Run  Records. 
RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  police  department  establish  a written  policy  delineating  a 
uniform  process  through  which  Traffic  Collision  Reports  including  Hit  and  Run 
Records  are  forwarded  to  the  appropriate  units.  Further,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
following  procedures  adapted  from  an  FOB  Unit  Order  for  reviewing  Incident 
Reports  be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the  written  policy: 

A.  Upon  completion  of  a Traffic  Collision  Report  or  Hit  and  Run 
Record,  the  reporting  officer(s)  shall  contact  a field  supervisor  for 
review  and  approval  of  the  report  and  any  related  charges.  The 
reporting  officer(s)  shall  coordinate  the  delivery  of  the  report  to  the 
supervisor. 

B Before  reporting  off  duty,  the  reporting  officer(s)  shall  make 
certain  that  all  Traffic  Collision  Reports  and  Hit  and  Run  records 
are  reviewed  by  a supervisor. 

C.  Station  duty  officers  shall  submit  Traffic  Collision  Reports  and 
Hit  and  Run  Records  to  the  station  keeper,  if  the  keeper  is  a 
sergeant  or  Like- Work-Like-Pay  acting  sergeant  for  the  tour.  If  the 
station  keeper  is  a patrol  officer,  then  the  report  shall  be  submitted 
to  a field  supervisor  as  in  Section  A.  above. 

D After  obtaining  a supervisor’s  signature  approving  the  report, 
the  reporting  officer(s)  shall  make  any  necessary  photocopies, 
complete  required  faxing  and  shall  provide  the  original  report  and 
all  copies  to  the  platoon  commander. 

E District  stations  and  specialized  details  shall  maintain  a copy  of 
Traffic  Collision  Reports  and  Hit  and  Run  Records  in  their  records 
for  no  less  than  three  (3)  months. 

\ 

It  is  further  recommended  that  the  Hit  and  Run  Record  form  (SFPD  form  133)  be  revised 
to  include  additional  boxes  to  indicate  that  supervisor  approval  has  been  obtained,  copies 
have  been  made,  and  that  the  report  was  faxed  to  the  Hit  and  Run  Detail. 
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BACKGROUND: 


The  victim  of  a “hit  and  run”  filed  a report  at  a district  station.  A report  number  was 
assigned  and  it  is  believed  that  the  report  was  prepared.  The  officer  who  prepared  the 
report  said  she  placed  the  completed  report  into  the  lieutenant’s  in-box.  However,  the 
report  could  not  be  located.  There  is  no  checking  system  in  place  to  determine  whether 
Traffic  Collision  Reports  or  Hit  and  Run  Records  are  being  prepared  and  properly 
forwarded  to  the  Records  Division  or  the  Hit  and  Run  Detail.  In  recent  years,  the  OCC 
has  received  numerous  complaints  concerning  missing  Traffic  Collision  Reports  and  Hit 
and  Run  Records.  Missing  reports  jeopardize  investigatory  and  prosecutorial  efforts.  The 
expeditious  processing  of  “Hit  and  Run”  Records  in  particular  is  essential  to  the  successful 
prosecution  of  suspects. 

An  informal  survey  of  several  district  stations,  specialized  details  and  the  Records  Room 
revealed  that  district  stations  do  not  have  a uniform  process  for  the  transfer  of  Traffic 
Collision  Reports  and  Hit  and  Run  Records  to  the  Hall  of  Justice.  If  a report  is  lost 
en  route  to  the  Hall  of  Justice,  there  is  no  way  to  track  it  because  copies  are  not 
maintained  at  district  stations 


Prepared  by:  Reviewed  by: 


DAVID  AULET 


Investigator 


Senior  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


JOHN  PARKER 


Chief  Investigator 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 

QCC  CASE  #545-96 


SUBJECT:  Use  Of  Consistent  Racial  Identifiers  On  Incident 

Reports,  Citations  and  Other  Documents 


RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  SFPD  standardize  the  race  and  ethnicity 
identifiers  used  on  incident  reports,  citations,  and  other  written  documents  which 
require  such  information.  The  SFPD  Report  Writing  Manual  (RWM)  of  April, 
1995,  specifies  race  identifiers  as:  A--Asian,  B-Black,  F--Filipino,  H-Hispanic, 

I— Indian,  0--0ther,  U--Unknown,  and  W-White.  This  list  of  identifiers  is  more 
complete  than  any  othes  used  in  SFPD  documents.  It  is,  therefore, 
recommended  that  a Department  Bulletin  be  issued  to  establish  the  use  of  these 
identifiers  in  completing  all  documents,  and  that  this  directive  be  included  in 
Advanced  Officers  Training. 


BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  that  brought  this  issue  forward  the  complainant  received  a 
citation  for  having  her  dog  off  leash.  The  citing  officer  classified  her  as  “O”  in  the 
race  identifier  box.  The  complainant  felt  that  she  was  discriminated  against 
because  her  race  was  not  correctly  identified.  The  officer  explained  the  “O”  as 
referring  to  “other”  when  he  was  questioned  by  OCC. 


Acting  Senior  Investigator 


Acting  Special  Assistant 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


Chief  Investigator 


JOHN  PARKER 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  639-96 


SUBJECT:  CABLE  TRANSACTIONS  LISTING  SUSPECTS 


Recommendation: 


It  is  recommended  that  the  Department  make  permanent  the  modifications  recently  made  to  the 
CABLE  computer  searches  for  individuals  in  order  to  eliminate  inconsistencies.  QIS  and  QALL 
transactions  on  the  CABLE  system  used  to  return  a “suspect”  designation  while  the  QIR 
transaction  displayed  a “suspect  detained”  designation.  The  OCC  notified  the  MIS  unit  and 
programming  changes  have  been  instituted  to  assure  that  detainees  are  no  longer  unnecessarily 
shown  in  any  query  as  suspects. 


A complainant  was  detained  by  narcotics  officers  while  at  a friend’s  house.  The  friend  was 
arrested  for  posession  of  narcotics  for  sale.  The  complainant  was  briefly  questioned  about  his 
identity  and  released  at  the  scene.  A few  months  later,  the  complainant  requested  proof  of  no 
record  with  the  S.F.P.D  from  the  Identification  Division  and  was  informed  that  his  name  appeared 
as  a suspect  in  a narcotics  for  sale  investigation  in  the  Department’s  computer  under  the  (RF/QIR) 
query  During  the  OCC  investigation,  it  was  established  that  the  complainant’s  role  during  the 
incident  was  listed  as  a “suspect”  in  one  computer  query  and  a “suspect  detained”  in  another.  The 
MIS  unit  of  the  S .F  P .D.  investigated  the  inconsistency  as  a result  of  this  OCC  investigation  and 
conceded  that  the  complainant’s  name  appeared  both  as  a detainee  and  as  a suspect  depending  on 
which  format  was  used.  The  MIS  unit  since  has  modified  the  computer  program  to  eliminate 
inconsistencies  in  the  identification  designations 

Investigated  by:  Reviewed  by: 


Backeround: 


DAVID  AULET 
Investigator 


Sr.  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Reviewed  by: 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  164-96 


SUBJECT:  CITING  MOTORISTS  WITHOUT  INSURANCE 

AT  THE  SCENE  OF  A TRAFFIC  COLLISION 

Recommendation: 

Sections  II. C. land  2.  of  D.G.O.  9.01  discuss  at  length  the  qualifications  that 
an  officer  must  have  in  order  to  issue  a citation  for  violations  committed  outside 
his/her  presence  in  connection  with  a traffic  collision.  These  sections  of  the 
General  Order  do  not  clearly  distinguish  between  violations  in  and  out  of  the 
officer’s  presence.  It  is  therefore  recommended  that  D.G.O.9.01  be  revised 
to  additionally  reaffirm  an  officer’s  authority  and  responsibility  to  cite  motorists  at 
the  scene  of  an  accident  for  vehicle  code  violations  committed  in  his/her 
presence. 

Background: 

A complainant  was  involved  in  a traffic  collision.  The  responding  officers  failed 
to  cite  a motorist  for  failure  to  present  proof  of  insurance  at  the  scene  of  an 
accident.  The  Field  Training  Officer  at  the  scene  thought  that  he  could  not  cite 
a motorist  in  relation  to  a traffic  accident  unless  he  received  “the  forty  hours 
accident  investigation  course."  Officer  Ray  Shine,  the  S.F.P.D.  Academy 
instructor  of  the  Traffic  Collision  Investigation  Course,  said  that  there  are  large 
number  of  officers  who  incorrectly  believe  that  they  need  this  training  to  be 
qualified  to  cite  at  the  scene  of  an  accident  even  for  a violation,  such  as 
16025(a)  V.C.,  which  occurs  in  their  presence.  The  confusion  appears  to  stem 
from  the  fact  that,  while  the  General  Order  discusses  at  length  the  qualifications 
an  officer  must  have  to  cite  for  violations  committed  outside  of  his/her  presence, 
It  does  not  affirm  an  officer’s  responsibility  to  cite  for  violations  committed  in 
his/her  presence. 


Investigated  by:  Reviewed  by: 


DAVID  AULET 
Investigator 


Sr.  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


dOfffl  PARKER 
Chief  Investigator 


MARY  (^DUNLAP  'Dated 
DIRECTOR 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
QCC  CASE  # 697-95 


SUBJECT:  Provision  of  equal  accommodations  at  SFPD  facilities  for  male 

and  female  prisoners  and  detainees. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  SFPD  conduct  an  audit  of  all  facilities  that  house 
booked  or  detained  prisoners  to  determine  whether  male  and  female  prisoners 
have  equal  accommodations,  particularly  toilets  and  telephones.  Where  any 
facility  is  determined  to  have  unequal  accommodations  the  Department  should 
remedy  the  discrepancy  immediately. 

BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  in  which  this  issue  was  brought  forward,  the  complainant  and 
her  boyfriend  were  arrested  and  brought  to  Northern  Station.  The  complainant’s 
boyfriend  was  formally  booked  at  Northern  and  allowed  to  make  phone  calls. 
Because  there  is  no  toilet  for  women  in  the  holding  area,  women  are  not 
technically  “booked”  at  Northern.  Therefore,  women  are  not  allowed  to  make 
phone  calls  until  after  they  are  booked  at  the  County  Jail. 

The  lack  of  facilities  for  women  also  requires  women  prisoners  who  have 
to  use  the  restroom  to  alert  officers  to  their  personal  needs.  A woman  officer 
then  must  be  located  to  escort  the  woman  to  a restroom.  To  locate  a woman 
officer,  the  public  address  system  at  the  station  is  used  first  and,  if  this  is  not 
successful,  a call  is  put  out  over  the  air  to  bring  a female  officer  in  off  the  street. 
This  process  can  be  lengthy  and  demeaning. 

A call  to  Central  Station  verified  that  this  problem  is  not  specific  to 
Northern  Station  No  prisoners  are  technically  “booked”  at  Central  Station; 
however,  there  is  a disparity  between  facilities  for  men  and  women.  Men  are 
held  in  a central  booking  area  and  use  toilets  in  jail  cells.  Women  prisoners  are 
held  in  a central  area  and  must  be  escorted  to  a men’s  restroom  on  the  main 


Acting  Senior  Investigator 


Acting  Special  Assistant 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


JOHN  PARKER 
Chief  Investigator 


Director 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  Case  0292-96 


SUBJECT:  PARKING  VIOLATION  BOOK  ISSUANCE  LOG 

Recommendation 

The  department  should  establish  and  maintain  a log  which  documents  the  assignment  of  a 
specific  parking  violation  book  to  a designated  officer.  The  books  contain  a series  of 
citation  numbers,  and  the  log  should  record  the  officer’s  name  and  star  number,  as  well  as 
the  series  of  numbers  included  in  each  book.  This  log  should  be  maintained  by  the 
department  that  issues  these  books  to  officers. 

Background 

In  this  case  and  others  investigated  by  OCC,  the  complainant  was  given  a parking  citation 
that  was  illegible.  Numerous  items,  including  the  actual  violation,  time  issued,  body  and 
color  of  the  vehicle,  as  well  as  the  officer’s  name  and  star  number  could  not  be  read. 
After  receiving  this  parking  violation,  the  complainant  went  to  the  police  station  for 
assistance;  officers  at  the  station  were  unable  to  identify  the  citing  officer.  OCC  queried 
other  stations,  but  the  results  were  negative  as  well.  Maintaining  an  accurate  record  of 
parking  citation  books  being  issued  would  alleviate  this  problem. 


Pablo  Rodriguez 
Investigator 


Blanche  Blachman 
Senior  Investigator 


//-  Zz 


Reviewed  By 
John  Parker 
Chief  Investigator 


Date 


Date 


//*  ?•  9* 


Mary  C.  Dunlap 
Director 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 

OCC  CASE  NO  0082-96 


SUBJECT  TRANSPORTATION  LOG 


Recommendation:  It  is  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department 

develop  a wagon  transportation  log  that  would  document  the 
following: 

1 Date 

2.  Name  of  the  person  being  transported 

3.  Charge 

4 Starting  location  and  destination  (e.g.  County  Jail, 

San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  YGC) 

4 Beginning  and  ending  time  of  transport 
5.  Name(s)  and  star  number(s)  of  the  transporting 
officer(s) 

Each  station  would  be  responsible  for  maintaining  an  accurate  and 
complete  log  that  is  retained  for  five  years. 

A transportation  log,  such  as  the  attached  example,  would  create  a 
systematic  and  readily  available  method  for  identifying  when  and 
where  a person  was  transported,  as  well  as  who  the  transportation 
officers  were. 


Background:  In  the  immediate  case,  a citizen  with  a medical  disability  was 

transported  in  a police  wagon  to  the  Hall  of  Justice  after  she 
informed  the  officer  of  a medical  condition  which  made  it  extremely 
painful  for  her  to  sit  in  the  transport  van.  This  incident  aggravated 
her  medical  condition.  The  arresting  officers  could  not  recall  who 
transported  their  arrestee,  and  none  of  the  transporting  officers 
could  recall  any  contact  with  the  complainant.  No  currently 
existing  SFPD  forms  or  policies  enabled  the  OCC  to  identify  the 
transport  officers 

OCC  has  investigated  numerous  cases  involving  the  need  to  identify 
the  transport  officer  when  this  officer  was  different  from  the 
arresting  officer  These  cases  have  included  many  juveniles  and 
female  arrestees  The  inability  to  identify  the  transport  officer  has 
interfered  with  OCC’s  ability  to  conduct  a complete  investigation. 
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DAILY  PATROL  WAGON  TRANSPORTATION  L( 


NAME  OF  PRISONER  (print) 

CHARGE 

LOCATION  OF  PICKUP  (print) 

TIME  PRISONER 

RECEIVING 

AUTHORITY 

REC’D 

DISCH 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

n. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

^ 19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

C 

: ' 

name  OF  PRISONER  pb.nti  I CHARGE 



LOCATION  OF  PICKUP  ipr.nti 

TIME  PRISONER 

RECEIVING 

AUTHORIT 

REC'D 

DISCH 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

2£ 

39.  ] 

1 
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i 

COMMENTS 

c 33-lMJL ^ 

Prepared  By: 

Blanche  Blachman 
Senior  Investigator 


Reviewed  By: 
John  Parker 
Chief  Investigator 


/O'  Z 9 — P 4 
Date 


/a  — Z9  4 
Date 


. 3#  • 96 

Date 

Mary  C Dunlap 
Director 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  No.  343-96 


RECOMMENDATION  NO.  1 

Department  General  Order  6.07,  Dog  Complaints,  Section  II.  Procedures, 
should  be  amended  to  add  the  following  language: 


A.  BARKING  DOG.  When  patrol  officers  encounter  situations  where 

consistent  complaints  of  a barking  dog  have  been  verified,  they  shall  issue 
a citation  for  a barking  dog  violation  [Section  41.  (i)  of  the  Health  Code], 
by  following  these  procedures: 

1 . Get  the  signatures  of  two  unrelated  persons  living  at  different 
addresses  within  300  feet  of  the  dog.  Have  them  sign  the  back 
of  the  citation,  verifying  the  complaint. 

2.  Issue  a citation  to  the  owner  of  the  dog  (see  below). 

3.  If  you  are  unable  to  locate  the  owner,  write  an  incident  report 
detailing  the  complaint  and  include  the  fact  that  the  owner  of 
the  dog  could  not  be  located. 

If.  in  the  officer's  attempt  to  verify  the  complaint  using  this  procedure, 
officers  are  unable  get  the  signatures  of  two  unrelated  persons  living  at 
different  addresses,  the  officer  shall  advise  the  party  who  complained  about  a 
barking  dog  about  the  procedure  used  to  verify  these  complaints  and 
document  their  efforts  in  an  incident  report. 


BACKGROUND 

In  the  case  at  hand,  officers  responded  to  the  complainant's  residence  on  a 
call  dispatched  as  a 418  (Fight  or  Dispute,  no  weapons).  There  were  two 
additional  complaints  listed  on  the  CAD  - that  of  the  neighbor's  dog  barking, 
and  that  the  neighbor  threatened  the  complainant,  respectively. 

Two  officers  arrived  at  the  complainant's  residence.  One  officer  went  to  speak 
with  the  neighbors  who  owned  the  barking  dog  while  the  other  remained  with 
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the  complainant.  The  neighbors  informed  the  officer  that  the  complainant 
had  called  "several  times"  about  their  dog  barking. 

The  complainant  also  told  the  officer  who  stayed  with  her  that  she  made 
numerous  calls  regarding  the  neighbor's  barking  dog. 

Neither  officer  felt  the  complainant's  issues  had  sufficient  "merit"  to  begin  the 
procedure  for  citing  the  dog  owner  or  informing  the  complainant  of  the 
procedures  for  dog  barking  complaints. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  language  in  General  Order  6.07,  Section  II.  A.  1.  be 
changed  so  that  a citizen  signing  the  back  of  the  citation  will  be  verifying  the 
original  complaint  rather  than  making  a "private  person  arrest."  Currently, 
this  language  may  have  a chilling  effect  on  unrelated  individuals  merely 
wishing  to  verify  the  original  complaint. 


Investigation/ Report  by:  Reviewed  by: 


CHERI  L.  TONEY 


BLANCHE  BLACHMAN 
Senior  Investigator 


Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


JOHN  PARKER 


Chief  Investigator 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NUMBER  665-95 


SUBJECT:  SPECIFYING  THE  MEANING  OF  "ITEM  OF  EXTRAORDINARY  VALUE" 

RELATIVE  TO  BOOKING  PROPERTY  WHEN  TOWING  VEHICLES 


Recommendation: 

It  is  recommended  that  Rule  II.  C-l.a.  of  Department  General 
Order  9.06  be  amended  to  specify  the  meaning  of  "item  of 
extraordinary  value",  applicable  to  the  handling  of  items  located 
in  vehicles  subject  to  holds  by  SFPD.  It  is  recommended  that  the 
definition  of  "item  of  extraordinary  value"  provide:  "An  'item  of 
extraordinary  value'  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule  includes  any 
item  of  estimated  or  apparent  market  value  of  one  hundred  dollars 
($100.)  or  more,  any  item  that  is  identified  to  be  of 
extraordinary  value  to  the  owner  of  the  item  or  of  the  vehicle, 
or  any  item  that  could  incur  liability  to  the  owner.  This 
recommendation  is  intended  to  encompass  items  such  as,  but  not 
limited  to:  communications  devices  such  as  cellular  telephones, 

check  books,  credit  cards,  identification  documents,  medications, 
photographs,  cameras,  etc. 

Background: 

In  a recent  OCC  case,  officers  failed  to  handle  a cellular  phone 
as  an  "item  of  extraordinary  value",  not  believing  that  the  phone 
fit  within  this  category.  There  was  also  some  confusion  about 
whether  the  phone  constituted  evidence  or  part  of  a crime  scene. 
The  cellular  phone  was  lost  in  the  process  of  seizure  of  the 
vehicle,  and  its  owner  complained  of  the  loss  to  the  OCC. 
Specification  of  the  meaning  of  "item  of  extraordinary  value" 
should  prevent  the  recurrence  of  this  situation. 

Investigated  by:  Reviewed  by: 


John  Parker  . 

Chief  Investigator 


Senior  Investigator 


Developed  and  Authorized  by: 


Director 
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THE  POLICE  COMMISSION 

OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO. 732-95 

Subject:  RELEASE  TIME  FROM  DISTRICT  STATIONS 


Mary  C.  Dunlap 

Director 


Recommendation: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Commission  adopt  a resolution  to  have  the  San 
Francisco  Police  Department  include  a release  time  box  in  each  of  the  pages  of  the  booking  slips 
and  maintain  a record  thereof  at  the  district  stations. 

Background: 

During  the  course  of  an  OCC  investigation,  it  was  determined  that  an  arrestee  detained  under 
Penal  Code  section  647(f)  was  released  from  the  station  with  an  injury  sustained  during  custody 
without  receiving  medical  treatment.  The  time  of  release  could  not  be  established  because  it  is 
only  kept  in  the  last  page  of  the  booking  slip,  which  is  routinely  discarded  after  a period  of  time. 

The  investigation  also  revealed  that  the  page  with  the  release  time  of  all  arrestees  taken  to  the 
Hall  of  Justice  for  booking  , as  well  as  the  647(f)  detainees,  is  sent  to  the  Sheriff  s Department. 
The  Sheriffs  Department  stamps  the  first  three  pages  and  forwards  them  to  the  SFPD 
Identification  Section.  The  “hard  sheet,”  which  is  the  only  page  with  a release  time  box,  is  filled 
in  by  SFSD  only  when  the  arrestee  is  released  from  the  Hall  of  Justice.  The  SFSD  makes  a 
computer  entry  for  these  releases  from  County  jail.  However,  the  “hard  sheet”  for  the  647(f) 
detainees  released  from  the  stations  is  discarded  by  the  SFSD  after  a period  of  four  to  six 
months  without  any  record  kept  by  the  SFPD  or  the  SFSD. 


The  SFPD  Identification  Section  gathers  data  only  for  statistical  purposes.  The  data  collected  is 
limited  to  the  race,  station  and  booking  unit.  It  is  important  the  the  SFPD  maintains  accurate 
record  of  the  time  that  a person  is  released  from  their  custody,  whether  it  is  from  a station  or 
to  the  custody  of  the  SFSD.  The  OCC  has  been  informed  that  the  SFPD  is  currently  revising 
many  forms,  including  booking  slips,  certificates  of  release  and  public  intoxication  report  form. 
The  OCC  has  also  been  informed  that  booking  and  detention  information  may  be  merged  into  one 
SFPD  form.  The  OCC  hereby  recommends  that  each  page  of  such  form  include  a release  time 
box  whether  or  not  such  person  is  booked  for  an  offense  at  County  Jail. 

— 

Prepared  by  Inv.  David  Aulet  Reviewed  by  Sr.  Inv. Blanche  Blachman 


Reviewed  by  Chief  Investigator 
John  Parker 


Approvec^y  Director  Mary  C.  Dunlap 


±1  Qdl 


Adopted  by  SFPD 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASEg.S23z9.5 


SUBJECT:  Notifying  Psych  Liaison  Personnel  to  Come  to  the  Scene  in 
Cases  in  Which  a Subject  May  Be  in  Need  of  Psychiatric  Attention 

RECOMMENDATION: 

In  cases  in  which  police  communications  is  notified  of  incidents  in  which  a 
person  is  threatening  others,  or  acting  in  a bizarre  manner,  it  is  recommended 
that  the  Psych  Liaison  Unit,  as  well  as  a patrol  unit  be  notified  to  respond.  If  the 
Psych  Liaison  Unit  is  unable  to  respond,  or  the  incident  has  reached  such  crisis 
purportions  that  it  must  be  dealt  with,  the  incident  should  be  handled  by  the 
responding  patrol  unit. 

BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  at  hand,  officers  were  called  to  respond  to  a man  wielding  a 
knife  in  a downtown  hotel  room.  Two  sergeants  responded  and  ordered  the 
suspect  to  drop  the  knife.  The  suspect  walked  toward  the  officers  and  one 
sergeant  attempted  to  use  mace  to  subdue  him,  but  was  unable  to  work  his 
mace  canister.  The  suspect  then  “lunged”  toward  the  officers  and  the  other 
sergeant  shot  and  killed  him. 

According  to  the  complainant,  and  the  incident  report,  it  was  known  to  the 
hotel  managers  that  the  suspect  had  a history  of  mental  problems.  While  the 
CAD  record  states  that  the  man  had  a “butcher  knife,”  in  reality  the  knife  was  a 
small  steak  knife.  It  is  possible  that  with  assistance  from  the  Psych  Liaison  Unit 
the  man  could  have  been  taken  into  custody  and  received  medical  attention. 

While  the  OCC  has  concluded  that  the  officers  were  justified  in  this 
particular  shooting,  incidents  of  this  type  involving  mentally  disturbed  individuals 
are  not  extraordinary.  It  would  be  beneficial  if  incidents  which  could  be  assisted 
by  the  Psych  Liaison  Unit  could  be  identified  by  Communications  and  a dual 
dispatch  mechanism  be  devised. 


BARBARA  ATTARD 


JOHN  PARKER 
Chief  Investigator 


Senior  Investigator 


Approved  by: 


DATE 


Not  yet  negotiated  with  SFPD 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
O.C.C.  Case  Number 
0375-96 


Recommendation: 

The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  should  develop  a policy  requiring  that  reasonable 
steps  be  taken  to  determine  the  identity  of  victims  of  violent  crimes  for  the  purposes  of 
the  notification  of  the  victim’s  immediate  family.  In  developing  this  policy,  SFPD  should 
define  family  broadly  to  include  significant  others,  domestic  partners,  and  adult  members 
of  the  victim’s  household. 

Background: 

In  this  case,  complainant’s  husband  was  shot  by  unknown  assailants.  Although  he  was 
seated  in  the  driver’s  seat  of  his  van,  and  notwithstanding  that  his  wallet  and  various 
other  forms  of  identification  were  present  inside  the  van,  no  officers  attempted  to  identify 
the  victim.  After  several  hours  passed,  the  victim’s  family,  through  self-help  measures 
found  out  the  victim  was  in  the  intensive  care  unit  at  San  Francisco  General  Hospital. 
Several  days  later,  the  victim  died. 

In  checking  with  both  General  Works  and  Homicide  Details,  it  was  discovered  that  there 
are  no  mechanisms  for  notifying  a victim’s  next  of  kin,  unless  the  victim  dies,  in  which 
case  the  Medical  Examiner’s  office  makes  the  notification. 

Thus,  it  is  necessary  to  require  that  in  violent  crime  situations  designated  officers  make 
reasonable  inquiries  as  to  the  identification  of  the  victim  for  the  purpose  of  notifying  his 
or  her  "family,"  as  defined  above.  The  survival  and  care  of  a victim  may  depend  upon 
prompt  intervention  by  loved  ones. 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


Chief  Investigator 


Accepted  by  SFPD 
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OCC  case  464-95  et.  al. 


O.C.C.  POLICY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Case  464-95  et.  al. 


I.  TRAINING  FOR  NEW  CAPTAINS  IN  CROWD  CONTROL  TECHNIQUES: 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 


1 . Captains  shall  be  trained  in  crowd  control  techniques  when  promoted  to  this 
rank. 

2.  Only  experienced  staff  shall  have  event  commander  status. 

3.  New  command  staff  shall  accompany  an  event  commander  experienced  in 
crowd  control  for  field  training  purposes  as  soon  as  possible  after  promotion.  No 
one  shall  be  an  event  commander  before  field  training  is  completed. 

3.  Command  staff  shall  keep  abreast  of  the  training  history  of  all  subordinates  so 
that  appropriate  assignments  can  be  made,  and  appropriate  training  can  be 
assigned. 

BACKGROUND: 


In  her  OCC  interview,  the  captain  who  was  the  event  commander  admitted  she  did 
not  recall  when  she  was  last  trained  in  crowd  control  techniques;  she  conceded  she  did 
not  have  current  training  or  experience  in  crowd  control.  Neither  the  commander  nor  the 
deputy  chief  involved  aware  of  the  captain’s  level  of  training  and  expertise  in  crowd 
control  issues  when  asked  about  this  in  their  OCC  interviews. 

II.  CONSULTATION  ON  CHARGING  MASS  ARRESTS: 

RECOMMENDATION: 


1 . As  an  attachment  to  the  incident  report,  a statement  form  should  be  written  by 
the  person  authorizing  the  charges  in  a mass  arrest  situation,  detailing  the 
circumstances  and  the  rationale  behind  the  charges. 

2.  The  feasibility  of  a formal  mechanism  for  District  Attorney’s  office  input  into 
mass  arrest  charging  decisions  should  be  researched  and  implemented,  if 
possible.  Any  District  Attorney’s  office  input  into  the  charging  decision  should  be 
memorialized  in  the  Incident  Report  Statement  recommended  in  1.,  above. 


Not  yet  negotiated  with  SFPD 
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OCC  case  464-95  et.  al. 


3.  Specialized  divisions  of  the  Police  Department  should  be  called  in  when  a mass 
arrest  situation  is  contemplated  in  a field  for  which  the  police  department  has  a 
specialized  unit.  The  division  or  detail  should  be  part  of  the  charging  decision, 
and  part  of  the  crime  investigation  team.  The  participation  of  the  specialized  unit 
should  also  be  memorialized  in  an  incident  report  statement. 

BACKGROUND: 

As  evidenced  by  their  interviews,  the  command  staff  present  at  this  demonstration 
did  not  clearly  remember  how  it  was  decided  to  charge  the  crowd  with  felony  attempted 
arson.  Tape  recorded  telephone  conversations  from  Communications  showed  that  the 
District  Attorney’s  office  was  not  involved  in  the  charging  decision.  [The  Chief  of  Police 
called  the  D.A.’s  office,  but  the  on-call  Deputy  D.A.  did  not  involve  himself  in  the  charging 
decision.  There  apparently  was  no  process  in  place  to  formally  involve  the  District 
Attorney,  as  the  District  Attorney’s  input  was  not  received  until  the  day  after  the  arrests.] 
The  arson  unit  was  not  called  in  to  this  event,  but  was  assigned  the  investigation  of  the 
charges. 


Charles  R.  Gallman 
Investigator 


Investigator 


Barbara  Attard 
Senior  Investigator 


John  Parker 
Chief  Investigator 


Approved  by: 


Director 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  445-95 


SUBJECT:  IDENTIFICATION  OF  TRANSPORTING  OFFICER  TO 

YOUTH  GUIDANCE  CENTER 


Recommendation : 


It  is  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department 
write  a Departmental  Bulletin  instructing  officers 
transporting  juveniles  to  the  Youth  Guidance  Center  to  sign 
their  own  name,  and  not  the  name  of  the  arresting  officer,  on 
the  Admission  Form  in  the  space  designated  "Signature  of 
Officer  Requesting  Admission. 


In  this  particular  case,  the  transport  officer  signed  the 
arresting  officer's  name  on  the  YGC  Admission  Form.  The 
complainant  alleged  that  the  transporting  officer  used 
belittling  and  abusive  language  toward  two  female  juveniles 
who  were  in  custody.  OCC  was  unable  to  identify  and  question 
the  officer  because  he  failed  to  sign  his  name,  thereby 
identifying  himself  as  the  officer  requesting  admission. 


Background 


Prepared  by: 
BLANCHE  BLACHMAN 
Investigator 


Date 


Date 


/-  3^- 


JOHN  PARKER 
Chief  Investigator 


/-  So ..  f?  jL 


Approved  by 
LANCE  BAYER 
Director 


Date 


Not  yet  negotiated  with  SFPD 
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DEFINITIONS  OF  ALLEGATIONS 


Unnecessary  Force  (UF)  : Any  use  of  force  which  exceeds  the  level  of  force 

reasonably  needed  to  perform  a necessary  police  action. 

Unwarranted  Action  (DA)  : An  act  or  action  not  necessitated  by  circumstances 

or  which  does  not  effect  a legitimate  police  purpose. 

Conduct  Reflecting  Discredit  (CRD):  An  act  or  action  which,  by  its  nature, 

reflects  badly  on  the  Department  and  undermines  public  confidence. 

Neglect  of  Duty  (ND) : Failure  to  take  action  when  some  action  is  required  under 

the  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Racial  Slur  (RS)  : Behavior  or  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  race  or  ethnicity. 

Sexual  Slur  (SS) : Behavior  or  the  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  sex  or  sexual  orientation. 

Discourtesy  (D)  : Behavior  or  language  commonly  known  to  cause  offense,  including 

the  use  of  profanity. 


DEFINITIONS  OF  FINDINGS 


Sustained  (S)  : A preponderance  of  the  evidence  proved  that  the  conduct 
complained  of  did  occur,  and  that  using  as  a standard  the  applicable  regulations 
of  the  Department,  the  conduct  was  improper. 

Not  Sustained  (NS)  : The  investigation  failed  to  disclose  sufficient  evidence  to 
either  prove,  or  disprove  the  allegation  made  in  the  complaint. 

Proper  Conduct  (PC)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  which  provided  the  basis 
for  the  allegations  occurred;  however,  such  acts  were  justified,  lawful,  and 
proper . 

Unfounded  (D) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  alleged  in  the  complaint  did 
not  occur,  or  that  the  named  member  was  not  involved  in  the  acts  alleged. 

Policy  Failure  (PF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  act  by  the  member  was 
justified  by  Departmental  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation;  however,  the  OCC 
recommends  a change  in  the  particular  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation. 

Supervision  Failure  (SF) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  were 
the  result  of  inadequate  supervision  when  viewed  in  light  of  applicable  law; 
training;  and  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Training  Failure  (TF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  was  the 
result  of  inadequate  or  inappropriate  training;  or  a absence  of  training  when 
viewed  in  light  of  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Information  Only  (IO)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  did  not 
involve  a sworn  member  of  the  Department;  or  that  the  action  described  was  so 
obviously  imaginary  that  their  occurrence  is  not  admissible  by  any  competent 
authority.  Information  Only  allegations  are  not  counted  as  complaints  against 
sworn  members  of  the  Department.  Complaints  against  non-sworn  employees  of  the 
Department  are  referred  to  Management  Control  Division.  Complaints  against 
employees  of  other  agencies,  are  referred  to  the  appropriate  agency. 

No  Finding  (NF)  : The  complainant  failed  to  provide  additional  requested 
evidence,  the  complainant  requested  a withdrawal  of  the  complaint,  or  the  officer 
is  no  longer  available  and  subject  to  Department  discipline. 

Mediation  (M) : By  mutual  agreement  of  the  complainant  and  the  accused  member, 
the  complaint  was  mediated  and  resolved  in  a non-disciplinary  manner. 
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; THE  POLICE  COMMISSION 

OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


February  6,  1998  Mary  C.  Dunlap 

Director 

TO:  Honorable  Pat  Norman,  President 
San  Francisco  Police  Commission 
Hall  of  Justice,  850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco  CA.  94103 

RE:  Presentation  of  1997  Annual  Report 


Dear  President  Norman: 


I am  pleased  to  present  the  1 997  Annual  Report  of  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints, 
for  review  by  the  SF  Police  Commission.  In  1997,  the  OCC  has  made  significant  further 
progress  on  the  course  of  improvements  begun  in  1996.  These  advancements  in 
staffing,  funding  and  work  performance  of  the  OCC  are  summarized  briefly  in  this  letter, 
and  are  detailed  in  the  accompanying  report. 

An  eighteen-month  drive  to  accomplish  full  staffing  of  the  OCC,  with  complementary 
increases  in  the  OCC’s  budget  to  acquire  additional  space,  equipment  and  other  necessary 
resources,  came  to  fruition  in  early  January,  1998.  On  January  5,  1998,  by  means  of 
releasing  reserves  in  the  General  Fund  and  Airport  Fund  that  were  set  aside  for  OCC 
during  the  ‘97-’98  budget  process  in  July  1997,  Mayor  Willie  L.  Brown,  Jr.  and  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  (voting  10-1  in  favor)  granted  additional  funds  totaling 
$184,936.,  bringing  OCC’s  annual  budget  for  FY  ‘97-’98  to  a total  of  $2,063,222. 

On  January  5,  1998,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  also  amended  the  City’s  salary 
standardization  ordinance  to  add  three  new  positions  to  the  OCC’s  staff,  as  follows:  a 
third  senior  investigator  to  lead  a share  of  the  OCC’s  highest-priority  investigations,  to 
train,  supervise  and  evaluate  line  investigators,  and  to  work  with  the  director  and  chief 
investigator  in  addressing  and  abating  the  case  backlog;  a second  attorney  to  participate 
in  litigation  of  the  growing  sustained  caseload,  including  the  handling  of  Chief  s 
hearings;  and  one  special  assistant  XII,  to  implement  and  sustain  policy,  outreach, 
prevention,  mediation  and  statistical  reporting  programs  of  the  OCC.  Two  of  these  new 
positions  are  already  filled,  and  the  special  assistant  XII  position,  for  which  42  persons 
have  timely  applied,  will  be  filled  by  March,  1998. 
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A cluster  of  compelling  reasons  dictated  full  staffing  as  the  #1  priority  of  OCC  in 
1997.  These  included:  (1)  the  clarity  of  the  City  Charter’s  mandate  that  there  be  1 line 
investigator  at  the  OCC  for  every  150  SFPD  sworn  members;  (2)  the  increasing  volume 
of  OCC’s  caseload;  (3)  the  pressing  urgency  of  OCC’s  caseload;  and,  most  important, 

(4)  the  constant  and  weighty  public  interest  in  OCC’s  fulfillment  of  its  overall  mission  of 
police  accountability.  These  factors  required  us  to  move  with  unprecedented  speed  to 
complete  each  of  the  complex  planning,  personnel,  political  and  fiscal  steps  leading  to 
full  funding  and  full  staffing  of  the  OCC.  Addressing  every  source  of  resistance  with 
energy  and  reasoning  power,  the  OCC’s  success  in  fully  staffing  29  of  30  of  its 
authorized  and  funded  positions  as  of  1/12/98  constitutes  OCC’s  greatest  reportable 
triumph  of  1997  (defining  the  year  1997  with  all  due  generosity  and  flexibility). 

Every  one  of  the  individuals  who  has  arrived  recently  to  work  for  the  OCC,  and  each 
who  has  been  here  for  many  years,  holds  a share  in  this  triumph.  But  one  of  these 
individuals  must  be  singled  out  here,  if  the  OCC’s  experiences  of  1997  are  to  be 
accurately  summarized  in  this  letter:  he  is  Robert  S.  Janisse,  who  became  OCC’s  Chief 
Investigator  in  August,  1997.  In  Chief  Investigator  Janisse’s  first  six  months,  as  he  has 
focussed  clearly  and  firmly  upon  the  most  pressing  matters  facing  OCC’s  investigative 
unit  — namely,  case  processing  and  investigative  file  reviews,  and  investigator  training, 
supervision  and  evaluation  (with  excellent  cooperation  from  OCC’s  provisional  Senior 
Investigators,  Blanche  Blachman,  Diana  Christensen  and  Charles  Gallman,  as  well  as 
from  OCC’s  legal  staff)  — Chief  Investigator  Janisse  has  already  done  an  extraordinarily 
fine  job.  His  superlative  performance  more  than  warrants  this  special  mention,  as  his 
skills  and  gifts  already  so  generously  applied  to  the  mission  of  the  OCC  typify  what  is 
meant  here  by  the  term  “triumph”,  in  conjunction  with  full  staffing  of  the  OCC. 

As  to  caseload  during  1997:  In  a year  characterized  throughout  by  extreme  gaps  in 
staffing  and  by  fiscal  struggles,  the  OCC  nonetheless  managed  to  achieve  real  progress  in 
the  intake,  investigation,  closure  and  administrative  litigation  of  a wide  array  of 
complaints  about  SFPD  members’  actions  and  inactions.  Experiencing  an  increase  in 
new  complaints  (1126  in  1997,  a 10%  increase  over  the  1023  complaints  received  in 
1 996),  OCC  closed  983  cases  in  1 997  (a  total  of  93  more  than  in  1 996,  representing  a 
1 0%  increase  in  closures).  Also  quite  significantly,  OCC  sustained  1 00  of  the  983  cases 
closed  in  1997,  for  a sustained  case  rate  of  10.2%.  In  1996,  OCC  sustained  63  of  the 
cases  it  closed  (7.1%);  in  1995,  OCC  sustained  62  of  the  cases  it  closed  (6.7%). 

These  increased  numbers  and  rates  of  intakes,  sustained  cases  and  closures  in  1 997 
were  accomplished  by  the  OCC  without  a chief  investigator’s  input  and  oversight  for 
more  than  a third  of  1997,  and  with  only  8 to  10  of  the  15  required  investigators  available 
during  more  than  half  of  1997.  To  put  the  matter  in  a purely  quantitative  way,  the  OCC 
completed  more  work  in  1997  than  in  either  1995  or  1996,  despite  severe  investigative 
staffing  shortages,  while  intakes  of  OCC  complaints  swelled  and  while  the  number  of 
SFPD  personnel  within  OCC’s  jurisdiction  increased  by  162  officers,  including  the  new 
jurisdiction  of  OCC  as  to  SFPD  Airport  Division  personnel. 
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Also  during  1 997,  senior  staff  attorney  Diane  Chin  labored  long  and  hard,  with  the 
able  assistance  of  trial  attorney  James  Rodriguez  in  the  final  quarter,  to  advance  the 
litigation  docket  of  OCC’s  sustained  cases.  OCC’s  legal  staff  succeeded  admirably  in 
this  endeavor,  and  I point  to  the  closure  of  more  than  50  sustained  cases  litigated  by  OCC 
through  Chiefs  hearings,  as  well  as  to  each  of  OCC  legal  staff  s preparations  and 
presentations  of  Police  Commission  cases,  as  the  evidence  supporting  this  claim.  Our 
success  in  moving  OCC’s  sustained  case  docket  also  depended  upon  the  irreplaceable 
cooperation  and  assistance  of  Chief  Lau,  Assistant  Chief  Sanders  (who  served  as  the 
primary  hearing  officer  for  Chiefs  hearings).  Sergeant  Richard  Corriea  and  other 
Management  Control  Division  personnel.  Captain  Gregory  Winters  and  Risk 
Management/Legal  Division  personnel,  and  each  of  the  members  of  the  Police 
Commission  who  served  in  the  pretrial,  trial  and  disciplinary  phases  of  several  OCC 
sustained  cases  presented  by  OCC  in  behalf  of  Chief  Lau  in  1997. 

At  the  same  time,  the  backlog  of  OCC  complaints  and  sustained  cases  continues  to 
preoccupy  us,  and  we  are  working  to  abate  it  with  every  resource  at  our  disposal.  There 
are  too  many  complaints  still  within  the  OCC  that  are  more  than  6 months  old  and  that 
should  be  closed.  There  are  numerous  complaints  sustained  in  full  or  part  by  the  OCC 
that  must  be  administratively  litigated  and  resolved  as  soon  as  practicable.  Because  of 
this  backlog  of  both  open  complaints  and  administratively  closed  but  as-yet  unlitigated 
cases,  the  OCC’s  amazing  achievements  in  1997  are  obscured  by  a shadow.  Especially  in 
the  perception  of  those  civilians  and  police  officers  who  are  awaiting  closure  or  hearing 
of  pending  cases,  the  volume  of  good  work  the  OCC  did  in  1997  matters  less  than  what 
we  did  not  yet  do.  We  understand  this. 

Now  that  obstacles  of  underfunding  , understaffing  and  related  morale  problems  have 
been  vigorously  addressed  and  favorably  resolved,  the  backlog  as  to  OCC  cases  can 
become,  and  it  has  already  become,  the  central  concern  of  the  OCC.  In  1998,  the  focus  of 
all  OCC  personnel  must  remain  inalterably  fixed  on  more  efficient  handling  of  the  OCC 
caseload.  We  must  investigate  cases  more  quickly,  we  must  close  them  more  quickly, 
and  we  must  litigate  the  sustained  cases,  at  the  appropriate  hearing  levels,  more  quickly. 
And  we  must  do  all  of  this  while  remaining  thorough  and  fair. 

California  law  now  requires  that  most  OCC  complaints  filed  or  or  after  January  1 , 

1 998  must  be  investigated  and  closed  by  the  OCC  within  1 year.  This  statute  of 
limitation  should  constitute  an  outer  boundary  for  most  OCC  closures.  Already  in  1998, 
specific  case  closure  and  litigation  goals  are  being  set  and  implemented  within  the  OCC. 
Implementation  of  these  goals  for  closures  should  cause  both  the  OCC’s  efficiency-in- 
fact,  and  the  public’s  perceptions  of  that  efficiency,  to  be  significantly  improved. 

But  one  caveat  must  be  offered:  Of  the  15  line  investigators  now  employed  by  the 
OCC,  only  2 have  been  here  for  three  or  more  years.  Consistent  with  this  and  all  other 
limitations,  we  will  aim  at  maximum  efficiency.  However,  those  aiming  to  be  both 
reasonable  and  realistic  about  the  OCC’s  progress  must  bear  in  mind  that  we  are  on  the 
sharp  edge  of  a learning  curve.  For  reasons  beyond  our  collective  control  and  choice,  our 
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devoted  and  universal  efforts  to  abate  the  backlog  may  fall  short  within  1998.  Moreover, 
even  if  we  do  move  efficiently  overall,  we  will  not  please  everyone,  either  in  process  or 
in  result. 

If  OCC  moves  more  slowly  than  all  parties  will  desire,  because  of  forces  beyond  our 
control  and  our  choice  (such  as:  a majority  of  relatively  new  and  inexperienced  staff; 
increasingly  more,  and  more  complex,  cases;  limited  tools  of  proof;  unexpected  changes 
in  law;  adversarial  tactics  by  one  or  more  parties  to  OCC  complaints  designed  to  pose 
obstructions  and  delays),  the  key  measures  of  the  OCC  performance  should  be:  Is  the 
OCC  acting  professionally  and  iustlv  in  its  procedures,  findings  and  decisions?  I ask  the 
Police  Commission,  the  Department,  the  parties  to  OCC  complaint  processes,  and  all 
concerned  members  of  the  public  to  measure  us  by  these  two  yardsticks  — 
professionalism  and  fundamental  fairness.  For  both  the  year  behind  us  and  the  one  we 
have  just  begun,  I urge  that  the  OCC’s  performance  should  be  measured  chiefly  by  how 
skillfully  and  how  justly  we  handle  cases,  and  not  primarily  by  the  popularity  of  a 
particular  outcome,  or  by  the  rapidity  of  closure  of  one  or  another  high-profile  case. 

As  provided  in  the  OCC’s  mission  statement,  issued  on  July  29,  1996: 

“The  highest  purpose,  essence  and  meaning  of  the  O.C.C.  is  and  has  always  been  to 
achieve  accountability  of  every  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  in  each 
and  every  rank,  position  and  location,  to  all  of  the  people  in  or  of  this  City  and  County.” 

The  means  to  accomplish  this  mission  are: 

“(1.)  ...courtesy,  respect,  understanding...  (2.)  [realization]...  that  an  honest,  just,  effective 
and  duly  restrained  police  force  is  instrumental  to  civic  peace...  (3.). ..fairness  and  truth, 
and  never... partisanship  or  sentiment.. .and... (4. ) [appreciation]  ...  that  the  work  of  the 
O.C.C.  will  be  unwelcome,  unpopular  and  misunderstood  among  some. ..and... 
to  stay  focussed  on  the  mission...  .” 


cc.  Dennis  Herrera,  Vice  President  and  Police  Commissioner 
Sidney  Chan,  OCC  Liaison  and  Police  Commissioner 
Connie  Perry,  Police  Commissioner 
Ed  Petrillo,  Police  Commissioner 
Fred  Lau,  Chief,  San  Francisco  Police  Department 


Respectfully  submitted: 


MARY  C.  DUNLAP,  Director 
Office  of  Citizen  Complaints 
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I.  GROWTH  OF  THE  OCC 

As  of  January  1,  1997,  there  were  25  employment  positions  authorized 
and  staffed  in  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints;  by  January  5,  1998,  there 
were  30  positions  authorized,  and  29  of  these  were  staffed.  Throughout 
1997,  the  authorized  number  of  staff  included  12  line  investigators  (and  2 
line  investigators  who  were  serving  in  acting  senior  investigator  positions). 
Of  the  12  line  investigators  employed  at  the  OCC  as  of  January  1,  1997,  6 
were  probationary  employees  hired  within  1996,  and  only  4 had  been  with 
the  OCC  for  more  than  a full  year.  In  personnel  terms,  the  year  1997  at  the 
OCC  was  dedicated  to  rigorous  training,  mentoring  and  careful  written 
evaluations  of  work  performances  across-the-board,  at  all  staffing  levels,  as 
well  as  to  concentrated  attention  upon  more  efficient  and  correct  handling 
of  OCC  cases,  from  intake  through  administrative  prosecution. 

During  several  months  in  1997,  due  to  marked  attrition  of  both 
experienced  and  new  personnel,  the  number  of  line  investigators  dipped 
well  below  the  Charter  requirement  of  1 line  investigator  for  every  150 
officers;  at  many  points,  there  were  no  more  than  8 line  investigators 
handling  the  entire  caseload. 
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Long-time  OCC  employee  and  Chief  Investigator  John  Parker  resigned 
from  the  OCC  in  March,  1997,  to  move  to  San  Diego  County  to  head  its 
civilian  oversight  agency.  From  March  through  July,  1997,  the  OCC 
handled  its  caseload  with  less  than  the  required  number  of  investigators  and 
with  no  chief  investigator.  Robert  Janisse  became  OCC’s  Chief  Investigator 
in  August,  1997,  and  he  aggressively  and  effectively  began  addressing 
OCC’s  caseload  and  investigative  personnel  needs  from  the  very  first  day  he 
arrived. 

Working  closely  and  rapidly  with  the  Department  of  Human  Resources, 
the  OCC  assisted  in  preparing  and  authorizing  an  #8124  investigator 
vacancy  notice,  issued  in  early  July,  1997,  and  OCC  itself  recruited  widely 
for  the  position,  screened  over  100  applicants,  administered  a written 
exercise  to  all  applicants  meeting  the  minimum  qualifications,  orally 
examined  and  scored  all  of  those  persons  who  passed  the  written  exercise, 
and  had  a DHR-issued  official  graded  list  of  26  candidates  eligible  for 
appointment  to  the  investigator  position  on  October  2,  1997. 

OCC  hired  4 line  investigators  from  this  list  during  October  and 
November  1997.  Effective  January  12,  1998,  OCC  received  the  necessary 
funding  and  personnel  authorizations  to  accomplish  full  staffing,  consistent 
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with  the  Charter  requirement  of  1 line  investigator  for  every  150  SFPD 
sworn  members.  On  January  12,  1998,  3 more  investigators  were  hired,  and 
acting  Senior  Investigators  Charles  Gallman  and  Diana  Christensen  were 
promoted  to  provisional  Senior  Investigator  positions. 

OCC’s  clerical  support  unit  has  grown  correspondingly,  with  Nancy 
Chau  and  Vanetta  Smith  joining  the  OCC  in  1997.  On  February  6,  1998,  a 
senior  clerk  will  be  selected  and  employed  to  complete  the  authorized 
staffing  of  OCC’s  clerical  support  unit. 

In  October,  1997,  Senior  Trial  Attorney  Diane  Chin  was  joined  by  Trial 
Attorney  James  Rodriguez  in  OCC’s  legal  unit.  The  substantial  numbers  of 
sustained  cases,  including  backlogged  cases  awaiting  trial,  and  other 
pressing  legal  needs  of  the  OCC,  more  than  warrant  the  addition  of  Trial 
Attorney  Rodriguez  to  OCC’s  staff. 

A final  and  important  staffing  increase  consists  of  the  position  of 
Special  Assistant  XII.  This  position,  filled  in  an  acting  capacity  by  long- 
time OCC  employee  Barbara  Attard  through  1997  (who  resigned  in  early 
1998  to  become  the  director  of  Berkeley’s  civilian  review  agency),  will 
enable  OCC  to  do  ongoing  policy,  outreach,  education  and  statistical  work. 
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The  Special  Assistant  XII  position  should  be  filled  on  a permanent  basis  by 
the  end  of  March,  1998. 

The  funds  and  City  legislation  creating  all  of  these  new  and  additional 
OCC  positions,  in  place  as  of  January,  1998,  have  permitted  the  OCC  to 
fulfill  both  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  City  Charter’s  mandate.  OCC  now  has 
1 line  investigator  for  every  150  SFPD  members,  with  all  managerial, 
supervisory,  clerical  and  legal  personnel  necessary  to  make  the  Charter 
mandate  meaningful,  to  accomplish  OCC’s  mission. 

With  the  additional  funds  received  by  the  OCC  from  the  City  in  early 
1998,  and  including  Airport  funding  negotiated  by  OCC  and  the  City 
throughout  1997,  the  OCC’s  total  budget  for  fiscal  year  1997-1998  is 
$2,063,222.  For  comparison,  OCC’s  total  budget  in  Phase  D for  the  prior 
fiscal  year  was  $1,907,669.,  and  OCC’s  budget  for  the  first  year  of  its 
operation,  1983,  was  approximately  $700,000.  (with  a total  of  8 staff 
members). 

The  OCC  is  one  of  a relatively  small  group  of  govemmentally  chartered 
agencies  nationwide  that  are  legally  empowered  to  compel  police  officers  to 
cooperate,  and  to  appear  under  order  of  the  Chief  of  Police  to  testify  in 
investigations.  At  its  current  levels  of  legal  power,  funding  and  staffing,  the 
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Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is 
now,  fiscally  and  structurally  speaking,  the  strongest  civilian-staffed 
investigative  and  prosecutorial  agency  handling  civilian  complaints  as  to 
police  in  the  entire  United  States,  and  possibly  in  the  world. 


II.  OCC  CASELOAD 

As  set  forth  in  the  Comprehensive  Statistical  Report  of  the  OCC  for 
1997  (see  attachments  at  p.  19),  the  OCC  received  1 126  new  complaints. 
During  1997,  578  of  these  cases  were  closed,  along  with  396  cases  from 
1996  and  9 cases  from  1995,  for  a total  closure  of  983  complaints.  As  of 
the  end  of  1997,  only  one  complex  ‘A’  case  from  1995  remained  open. 

Of  the  983  cases  closed  by  the  OCC  in  1997,  it  was  concluded  that  one 
or  more  allegations  of  police  misconduct  should  be  sustained  in  a total  of 
100  cases  (10.2%).  Please  note  that  sustained  complaints  are  especially 
labor-intensive,  requiring  detailed  report-writing  and  numerous  layers  of 
evidentiary  and  legal  review. 

A total  of  14  cases  also  gave  rise  to  policy  recommendations  by  the 
OCC.  Copies  of  these  recommendations  are  included  in  this  report.  Some 
of  these  recommendations  have  already  been  adopted  or  accepted  by  the 
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Department.  Others  are  under  submission  to  the  Department,  and  will  be 
advanced  if  the  Department  rejects  them  and  if  the  OCC  elects  to  do  so, 
generally  by  mid- 1998,  when  OCC  anticipates  that  its  Special  Assistant  XII 
will  be  available  to  complete  this  task.  All  policy  recommendations 
generated  by  the  OCC  during  1997  are  included  in  this  report,  as  is  required 
by  the  City  Charter,  so  that  all  Police  Commissioners,  command  staff 
members  of  SFPD  and  interested  persons  from  the  public  will  be  able  to 
read  and  consider  these  recommendations  as  a whole. 

The  OCC  prosecuted  several  major  cases  to  the  Police  Commission  in 
1997,  as  well  as  prosecuting  officers  in  more  than  50  hearings  held  at  the 
Chief  s level.  The  sustained  case  list  accompanying  this  report  sets  forth 
these  cases  and  their  outcomes  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  law. 

As  of  the  end  of  1997,  a total  of  575  complaints  were  pending, 
including  48  complaints  from  1996  and  1 complaint  from  1995.  All  of  the 
cases  in  this  group  not  since  closed  constitute  OCC’s  backlog,  defined  to 
include  any  simple  complaint  that  has  been  pending  more  than  6 months, 
and  any  complex  complaint  (multiple  officers  and/or  complex  issues)  that 
has  been  pending  more  than  1 year,  within  the  OCC. 
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Meanwhile,  a new  law  effective  in  California  as  of  January  1,  1998, 
contained  in  section  3304  of  the  California  Government  Code,  requires  that 
complaints  received  by  the  OCC  on  or  after  January  1,  1998  shall  be 
investigated  by  the  OCC  and,  in  sustained  cases,  shall  result  in  notice  to  the 
Police  Department  of  findings,  within  one  (1)  year  after  filing  of  the 
complaint  with  the  OCC;  but  there  are  numerous  exceptions  to  this  one  (1)- 
year  limitation  period  prescribed  on  the  face  of  the  statute.  These 
exceptions  to  the  one  ( 1 )-year  limitation  period  include  cases  where  a 
criminal  investigation  is  pending,  where  an  officer  waives  the  time  period, 
where  the  investigation  is  interagency  or  multijurisdictional,  where  more 
than  one  officer  is  involved,  where  an  officer  is  unavailable  (e.g. 
incapacitated),  where  the  officer  is  named  as  a defendant  in  a civil  action, 
where  workers’  compensation  fraud  is  alleged,  or  where  a predisciplinary 
response  or  grievance  procedure  is  required  or  utilized.  Investigations  also 
may  be  reopened  under  certain  circumstances,  where  new  evidence  is 
discovered.  Even  with  all  of  these  exceptions,  the  new  one  (l)-year  statute 
of  limitations  adds  considerable  pressure  as  to  completion  of  investigation 
and  closure  of  new  cases  to  the  already  substantial  pre-existing  pressure 


upon  OCC  to  investigate  and  close  its  cases. 


It  should  be  noted  that  OCC’s  own  internal  goals  for  completion  of 


case  investigations,  issuance  of  OCC  findings,  and  administrative 
prosecution  of  sustained  cases  are  generally  stricter  than  the  one  (l)-year 
statute  with  its  multiplicity  of  exceptions.  For  at  least  the  past  two  years, 
OCC’s  internal  goals  have  included  a six  (6)-  month  goal  for  completion  of 
investigation  and  noticed  findings  by  OCC  in  simple  cases,  and  a one  (1)- 
year  goal  for  these  steps  in  complex  cases.  However,  satisfactory 
effectuation  of  these  goals  has  depended  upon  staffing  and  funding  that 
have  not  been  fully  available  to  OCC  until  quite  recently.  Also,  there  are 
cases  within  the  OCC’s  own  definitions  of  “backlog”  that  pose  exceptional 
obstacles  to  closure,  and  most  of  these  cases  also  fall  within  one  or  more  of 
the  above-described  exceptions  to  the  one  (l)-year  statute. 

Full  funding  and  full  staffing  of  the  OCC,  combined  with  the  passage  of 
the  one  (l)-year  statute  of  limitations  effective  January  1,  1998,  and  the 
implementation  of  internal  goals  as  to  completion  of  investigations  and 
closures  by  the  OCC,  have  joined  to  create  a powerful  force  within  OCC  to 
achieve  maximum  efficiency  in  the  investigation,  closure,  and,  where 
appropriate,  the  sustaining  and  prosecution  of  allegations  within  complaints. 
The  greatest  challenge  to  the  OCC  in  calendar  1998  is  clear  and  two-fold  in 
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nature:  we  must  abate  the  backlog,  and  we  must  close  cases  arriving  on  or 
after  January  1,  1998  more  promptly,  in  full  compliance  with  the  new  state 
law. 

All  OCC  personnel  are  keenly  aware  of  this  challenge,  and  we  are 
working  conscientiously  and  in  a myriad  of  new  and  improved  ways  to  meet 
it.  Time-saving  routines  and  methods  of  investigation,  where  consistent 
with  getting  the  facts  and  getting  them  right,  are  being  implemented;  efforts 
to  automate  certain  necessary  steps  to  save  time  and  labor  are  being  made. 
All  of  these  innovations  are  guided  by  the  principle  that  the  OCC  is 
committed  to  the  intake,  investigation  and  closure  of  ail  complaints  in  a 
timely  fashion,  consistent  with  thorough  fact-finding,  fairness  to  all  parties 
and  accurate,  just  findings  upon  closure,  including  accurate,  just  sustained 
decisions  and  administrative  prosecutions  at  the  Chiefs  or  Police 
Commission’s  level. 

III.  OCC  PUBLIC  CREDIBILITY  AND  COMMUNITY  RELATIONS 

As  mentioned  in  the  1996  Annual  Report  of  the  OCC  submitted  a year 
ago,  the  OCC  addressed  problems  of  credibility  and  poor  community 
relations  in  a vigilant  and  active  fashion  in  1996.  This  was  done  by  several 
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means,  including  dozens  of  community  meetings,  numerous  staff  trainings 
and  discussions,  and  continuing  internal  examination  of  OCC’s 
investigation  and  case  development  methods. 

All  of  these  public  and  community-oriented  activities  were  ongoing 
throughout  1997.  While  OCC  did  not  yet  begin  a formal  outreach  program 
within  the  year,  it  will  do  so  starting  in  mid- 1998,  thanks  to  the  soon-to- 
arrive  Special  Assistant  XII,  whose  job  is  dedicated  to  the  design  and 
implementation  of  policy  recommendations,  community  outreach  including 
outreach  to  youth,  maintenance  of  OCC’s  mediation  program,  and  other 
projects  that  move  the  OCC,  and  the  City  it  serves.  The  Special  Assistant 
XU’s  work  should  help  to  take  the  OCC  beyond  an  exclusively  complaint- 
driven  and  discipline-centered  model  of  police  accountability,  by  aiming  to 
prevent  alleged  police  misconduct  through  policy  innovations,  education 
and  proactive  problem-solving. 

The  OCC  serves  the  diverse  communities  of  this  City  and  region, 
judging  from  data  as  to  complainant  demographics  and  the  regular  resort  of 
complainants  and  witnesses  to  bilingual  services  provided  by  the  OCC. 
OCC  currently  provides  translation  services  to  all  non-English  speaking 
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complainants,  and  several  of  OCC’s  staff  members  routinely  provide 
services  in  Spanish,  Chinese  and  Russian. 

The  complainants  who  were  served  by  the  OCC  in  1997  included  a total 
of  1 1 7 1 individual  complainants  (including  co-complainants)  and  24 
complaints  filed  by  organizations  (see  “OCC  Complaints  by  Selected 
Demographic  Characteristics:  1997”,  in  the  attachments  to  this  report  at  p. 
34).  701  (62%)  were  male;  363  (32%)  were  female.  One  (1)  person  elected 
to  self-identify  as  a transgendered  person  on  the  complaint  form,  and  OCC 
received  complaints  from  a number  of  transgendered  persons,  as  well  as 
meeting  and  conferring  with  representatives  of  the  transgendered 
community  on  several  occasions,  during  1997. 

Of  the  948  persons  among  OCC’s  individual  complainants  who 
provided  data  as  to  their  race/ethnicity  on  OCC’s  complaint  form,  419 
(36%)  self-identified  as  Caucasian/White,  327  (28%)  self-identified  as 
African-American/Black,  108  (9%)  self-identified  as  Hispanic/Latino/a,  75 
(7%)  self-identified  as  Asian- American/Pacific  Islander,  1 1 (less  than  1%) 
self- identified  as  Native  American,  and  8 (less  than  1%)  self-identified  as 
being  of  Mixed  Race/Ethnicity.  These  racial/ethnic  statistics  as  to  OCC’s 
complainant  population  closely  resemble  those  of  the  prior  year,  1996. 
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Most  OCC  complainants  are  between  ages  17  and  70,  with  576  (52%) 
of  complainants  being  between  ages  20  and  40.  There  were  20  complaints 
filed  in  behalf  of  persons  age  16  or  younger  (frequently  although  not 
exclusively  filed  by  parents  or  guardians  for  these  minors),  as  contrasted 
with  10  complaints  in  this  age  group  in  1996. 

The  OCC  database  is  still  not  fully  computerized,  as  of  the  end  of  the 
first  half  of  its  third  year  of  LAN  installation  in  December  1997.  Hence, 
statistical  report-making  capacities  as  to  particular  patterns  of  allegations 
and  complainant  demographics  are  not  yet  available.  As  of  mid- 1998 
(projected  time  for  completion  of  testing  of  the  system’s  software,  d-base 
and  report-writing  capacities),  the  OCC  looks  forward  to  having  the 
capacity  to  study  patterns  in  its  complaint  base,  including  complainant 
demographics,  common  allegations,  common  physical  locations  and  other 
features  in  a far  more  detailed  and  informative  fashion  than  is  presently 
possible.  Again,  the  computer  system  and  d-base  willing,  the  Special 
Assistant  XII  also  will  be  assigned  to  implement  relevant  statistical  pattern 
studies  as  to  OCC  complaints  and  complainant  populations. 
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IV.  OCC/POLICE  DEPARTMENT  RELATIONS 


The  OCC’s  1996  Annual  Report  emphasized  the  development  of 
excellent  relations  between  itself  and  the  command  staff  of  SFPD, 
particularly  including  Chief  Lau,  Assistant  Chief  Sanders,  Captain  Winters 
of  Risk  Management/Legal  Division,  Sergeant  Richard  Corriea  of 
Management  Control  Division,  and  other  command  personnel.  Those 
excellent  relations  have  been  maintained,  through  regular  meetings  and 
communications,  and  because  of  an  ongoing  mutual  commitment  to  achieve 
accountability  of  all  SFPD  officers  at  every  level  for  their  actions. 

During  1997,  the  OCC  had  many  occasions  to  call  upon  the  Police 
Department’s  experts  and  leaders  to  assist  us  in  reviewing  cases,  preparing 
prosecutions,  providing  evidence  and  determining  exactly  how  and  at  what 
level  to  proceed  on  disciplinary  matters.  The  Chief  and  his  designees 
remained  the  solid  and  reliable  working  partners  of  the  OCC  in  every 
instance.  Putting  it  mildly,  we  are  grateful  for  this  cooperation. 

The  OCC  holds  the  legal  authority,  by  means  of  the  verified  complaint 
procedure,  to  carry  forward  any  sustained  case  to  the  Police  Commission 
where  the  Police  Department  does  not  agree  that  a case  warrants 
prosecution.  It  is  a measure  of  the  working  harmony  of  OCC  with  SFPD 
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command,  legal  and  MCD  staff  that  the  current  OCC  Director  has  not  yet 
had  to  invoke  the  verified  complaint  power  of  the  OCC  in  even  a single 
case.  Instead,  throughout  1997,  every  case  presented  to  the  Police 
Commission  by  the  OCC  was  fully  endorsed  and  supported  by  Chief  Lau 
and  those  under  his  command,  after  completion  of  exhaustive  and 
meticulous  processes  within  both  agencies  to  assure  the  sufficiency  of  the 
evidence  to  prosecute  and  the  correctness  of  legal  positions  in  each  case. 


V.  CONCLUSION 

The  year  1997  at  the  OCC  could  be  labeled  “the  year  of  the  increase”. 
Funding  and  authorization  for  permanent  staffing  positions  increased 
overall  from  25  to  30  (20%);  new  complaints  increased  from  1023  to  1126 
(10%);  complaint  productivity  increased  both  in  closures  (from  890  to  983 
(10%))  and  in  sustained  cases  (from  63  (7.0%)  to  100  (10.1%)). 

Also,  the  OCC’s  open  casefiles  increased  in  1997,  going  from  515  at 
the  beginning  of  1997,  464  at  the  end  of  the  first  quarter,  back  up  to  475  at 
the  end  of  the  second  quarter  (despite  an  all-time  record  closure  of  13 1 
cases,  including  16  (12.2%)  sustained  cases,  in  the  month  of  April  1997) 
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and,  by  the  end  of  1997,  the  OCC’s  open  casefiles  totaled  575  cases.  This 
total  included  49  cases  that  were  more  than  a year  old  within  the  OCC. 

Just  as  1997  was  the  “year  of  the  increase”,  so  1998  must  become  the 
“year  of  the  decrease”.  Those  OCC  complaints  that  are  simple  in  nature  and 
are  more  than  six  (6)  months  old,  and  those  that  are  complex  and  are  more 
than  one  ( 1 ) year  old,  must  be  closed  within  the  OCC  as  soon  as  possible, 
while  assuring  thoroughness  of  investigation,  accuracy  of  results,  and 
fairness  to  all  parties.  The  presumptively  numerous  1998  complaints  that 
will  be  governed  by  the  new  1-year  limitation  period  under  state  law,  and 
that  are  not  within  any  exception,  must  be  closed  within  a year,  or  the  OCC 
will  lose  the  ability  to  effectively  prosecute  and  secure  discipline  of  accused 
officers  within  this  case  group.  Those  OCC  cases  already  sustained  and 
awaiting  prosecution  to  the  Chief  or  the  Police  Commission  must  be  moved 
swiftly  forward. 

The  most  emphatic  and  concrete  major  recommendation  of  the 
Roundtable  on  Discipline  Reform  of  1997  was  that  delays  in  OCC,  MCD 
and  Police  Commission  disciplinary  proceedings  must  be  reduced.  Our 
plan,  our  pledge,  and  the  closing  statement  of  this  1997  Annual  Report  of 
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the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  is  simply  this:  the  complaint  and  litigation 


backlogs  of  the  OCC  must  and  will  decrease  in  1998. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


'M  t 

By:  MARX  C.  DUNLAP' 


Director,  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints 
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MISSION  STATEMENT  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 


The  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  ("the  O.C.C.")  was  founded 
by  the  people  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  in  the  year 
1983.  By  means  of  a popular  vote  strongly  affirming  a ballot 
measure,  the  O.C.C.  was  born.  The  highest  purpose,  essence  and 
meaning  of  the  O.C.C.  is  and  has  always  been  to  achieve 
accountability  of  every  member  of  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  in  each  and  every  rank,  position  and  location,  to  all 
of  the  people  in  or  of  this  City  and  County. 

San  Francisco  is  a special  city,  one  to  which  the  world 
looks  for  inspiration,  ethical  guidance  and  humanitarian  models 
in  addressing  problems  both  contemporary  and  chronic.  Whether  it 
is  a matter  of  finding  the  best  medical,  emotional,  legal  and 
moral  prototypes  for  the  care  and  support  of  people  with  AIDS, 
HIV-positive  people,  and  their  loved  ones,  or  locating  the  most 
expert  methods  for  maintaining  civil  order  during  and  after 
devastating  earthquakes,  or  learning  how  most  effectively  to 
diversify  local  government  to  serve  and  reflect  the  multicultural 
human  rainbow,  or  doing  formative  work  on  a host  of  other 
persistent  problems  affecting  health,  safety,  welfare  and  the 
environment,  San  Francisco  is  a leader  in  our  region,  state, 
nation  and  in  the  world.  In  accomplishing  civilian  review  and 
oversight,  prevention,  deterrence,  and  discipline,  as  to  police 
brutality,  inequality  of  enforcement,  and  in  the  challenge  of 
overcoming  police  misconduct,  San  Francisco  is  looked  to  as  a 
leader,  and  San  Francisco  must  become  a better  leader. 

But  how  shall  we  do  this?  Every  person  working  at  the 
O.C.C.  can  make  a crucial  difference.  Every  individual  who  works 
at  the  O.C.C.,  paid  or  volunteer,  temporary  or  permanent, 
regardless  of  job  title,  position,  level  of  experience,  political 
beliefs  or  personal  identity,  must  be  dedicated  and  re-dedicated 
to  meeting  certain  standards.  These  are: 

(1.)  To  show  to  every  person  who  has  business  with  the  O.C.C.  the 
utmost  courtesy,  respect,  and  understanding  of  their  situation; 
(2.)  To  realize  that  an  honest,  just,  effective  and  duly 
restrained  police  force  is  instrumental  to  civic  peace; 

(3.)  To  realize  that  the  responsibilities  of  the  O.C.C.  in 
achieving  an  honest,  just,  effective  and  duly  restrained  police 
force  serve  a sacred  public  trust;  and,  to  make  choices  and 
decisions  harmonious  with  that  public  trust,  based  on  fairness 
and  truth,  and  never  upon  partisanship  or  sentiment,  as  to  each 
complaint  presented,  and  as  to  each  problem  encountered; 

(4.)  To  appreciate  that  the  work  of  the  O.C.C.  will  be  unwelcome, 
unpopular  and  misunderstood  among  some,  and  not  to  be  deterred  or 
distracted  by  those  reactions,  but  rather  to  stay  focussed  on  the 
central  and  justifying  mission  of  the  Office  of  Citizen 
Complaints,  namely,  to  achieve  accountability  of  every  member  of 
the  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  in  whatever  rank,  position 
and  location,  to  all  of  the  people  in  or  of  this  City  and  County. 

By:  Mary  C.  Dunlap,  Director  (7/29/96) 
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COMPARATIVE  OVERVIEW  OF  O.C.C.  CASELOAD,  1995-1997. 
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HOW  COMPLAINTS  WERE  RECEIVED 
01/01/1997  TO  12/31/1997 
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CASES  RECEIVED/CASES  PENDING 
1990  - 1997 
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ALLEGATIONS  BY  PERCENTAGE,  1997 
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OCC  COMPLAINTS  BY  SELECTED  DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHARACTERISTICS:  1997 


NUMBER: 

PERCENT  (rounded): 

Individual  Complainants  (inc.  co-comps) 

1171 

100% 

Named 

1160 

98% 

Anonymous 

11 

1% 

Organizational  Complaints 

24 

2% 

GENDER 

Males 

701 

62% 

Females 

363 

32% 

Transgendered  Persons 

1 

less  than  1 %* 

Blank  or  Declined  to  State 

64 

6% 

RACE/ETHNICITY  ** 

Caucasian/White 

419 

36% 

African-American 

327 

28% 

Asian-American/Pacific  Isl. 

75 

7% 

Hispanic/Latino/a 

108 

9% 

Native  American 

11 

less  than  1% 

Mixed*** 

8 

less  than  1% 

Blank  or  Declined  to  State 

205 

18% 

AGE 

1-13  (by  an  adult) 

6 

less  than  1 % 

14-16 

14 

1% 

17-19 

50 

5% 

20-30 

285 

26% 

31-40 

291 

26% 

41-50 

210 

19% 

51-60 

103 

9% 

61-70 

37 

3% 

71-80 

12 

1% 

Over  80 

5 

less  than  1 % 

Blank  or  Declined  to  State 

97 

9% 

* OCC  served  a number  of  transgendered  complainants  during  this  period;  only  one 
person  elected  to  self-designate  on  the  OCC  complaint  form. 

**  35  complainants  indicated  more  than  one  race/ethnicity;  all  are  counted. 

***  The  designation  “mixed”  is  by  complainants,  not  by  OCC. 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
QCC  CASE  # $04-96 


SUBJECT:  Review  of  Unit  Orders  and  specific  division  “practices”  to 
ensure  compliance  with  Department  General  Orders 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Department  review  all  unit  orders  and  practices  to 
ensure  compliance  with  SFPD  General  Orders.  Units  and  divisions  that  have 
developed  techniques  for  investigation  or  questioning  that  are  not  written  should 
be  required  to  reduce  their  practices  to  written  form  to  ensure  proper  scrutiny. 
Specialized  units,  such  as  vice  and  narcotics,  that  may  develop  techniques  to 
get  the  attention  of  suspects,  or  confront  suspects  with  their  “questionable” 
lifestyles,  should  be  reviewed  with  due  attention  to  general  orders  prohibiting 
discourtesy  and  slurs.  Particularly  in  cases  in  which  psychological  techniques 
are  utilized  for  the  purpose  of  changing  behavior,  the  techniques  must  be 
carefully  scrutinized  by  personnel  who  are  trained  in  this  area. 

BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  at  hand,  the  complainant  alleged  that  she  was  detained  and 
questioned  for  four  hours  regarding  prostitution  related  issues.  The  sergeant 
who  questioned  her  referred  to  her  and/or  her  activities  as  those  of  a “tramp,” 
“slut,”  and  other  expletives.  Upon  questioning,  the  sergeant  and  the  lieutenant  in 
the  unit  stated  that  they  utilize  terminology  in  keeping  with  the  harsh  realities  of 
the  “cold  world”  in  which  prostitutes  work  in  order  to  confront  the  individuals  with 
the  realities  of  their  lifestyles.  They  stated  that  this  technique  has  been  utilized 
in  the  Vice  Unit  for  years  to  encourage  suspects  to  question  their  chosen 
professions. 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  629-97 

SUBJECT:  Need  for:  (a)  training  regarding  waybill  requirements  for  limousines  at  San 

Francisco  International  Airport  consistent  with  relevant  rules  and 
regulations  and  (b)  review  of  Airport  Bureau  documents  to  ensure 
consistency  with  Airport  Rules  and  Regulations. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The  OCC  recommends  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  develop  and  provide 
training  for  members  regarding  the  waybill  requirements  for  limousines  that  is  consistent  with 
Airport  Rules  and  Regulations,  Section  1.4.7(B)(2)(a),  which  states: 

All  limousine  companies  with  pre-arranged  customers  are 
permitted  to  pick  up  at  the  Airport.  Limousine  drivers  and 
company  representatives  are  required  to  have  a legible  waybill  at 
all  times  indicating  the  driver  and  representative’s  name,  the  name 
and  phone  number  of  the  limousine  company,  including  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  PSC  or  TCP  certificate  numbers,  the 
numbers  and  names  of  every  passenger  to  be  met,  the  airline  name, 
the  flight  number,  and  scheduled  flight  arrival  time  of  the 
passenger(s)  to  be  picked  up. 

It  is  also  recommended  that  all  Airport  Bureau  documents  be  reviewed,  and  revised,  as 
appropriate,  to  ensure  consistency  with  Airport  Rules  and  Regulations  as  quickly  as  possible. 

BACKGROUND: 

The  complainant  in  this  case,  a limousine  driver,  was  cited  pursuant  to  Airport  Rules  and 
Regulations,  Section  1 .4.7(B)(2)(a)  for  not  having  a waybill  in  his  possession.  The  complainant 
alleged  that  he  was  stopped  after  he  had  dropped  off  a passenger  at  the  airport.  The  context  and 
language  of  Section  1 .4.7(B)(2)(a)  indicate  that  the  intent  of  the  Rules  was  to  require  valid 
waybills  only  when  limousines  pick  up  passengers.  Additionally,  a captain  with  the  Airport 
Bureau,  when  interviewed,  stated  that  Airport  Rules  regarding  waybills  pertain  only  to  times 
when  limousines  are  picking  up  passengers  but  that  this  was  not  made  clear  to  members  of  the 
Department.  However,  certain  Airport  Bureau  documents  interpret  the  Rules  as  requiring  a 
limousine  driver  to  possess  a waybill  at  all  times.  There  is  a discrepancy  between  Airport 
Bureau  documents.  Airport  Rules  and  the  training  documents  provided  to  San  Francisco  Police 
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Department  members  regarding  whether  waybills  must  be  in  the  possession  of  a limousine  driver 
at  all  times,  or  only  when  limousines  are  picking  up  passengers.  Training  should  clarify  the  rule, 
and  the  reason  for  the  rule. 

CASE  INVESTIGATED 
BY  DAVID  AULET 

POLICY  RECOMMENDATION  POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 

REVIEWED  BY:  APPROVED  BY: 


DATE:  December  29,  1997 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  159-97 


SUBJECT:  Need  for  immediate  cessation  of  use  and  revision  of  SFPD  Form  25. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The  OCC  recommends  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  immediately  cease  use 
of  SFPD  Form  25  (Attachment  A),  and  revise  it  for  use  by  members  of  the  Department  as 
quickly  as  possible.  Form  25,  currently  in  use  by  members  of  the  Department,  includes  outdated 
and  inappropriate  classifications  and  word  use,  including  “Race”  designations  of  “Negro”  and 
“Mexican,”  “Speech”  designations  of  “Broken  English,”  “Dumb”  and  “Brooklyn  Accent,”  and 
an  entry  area  for  “Deformities.”  The  racial  classifications  do  not  comport  with  the  uniform 
classifications  currently  used  by  the  Department  in  all  other  forms  and  reporting  mechanisms. 

BACKGROUND: 

During  the  course  of  an  investigation  that  did  not  result  in  any  sustained  fmdings,  the 
OCC  was  provided  SFPD  Form  25.  The  processing  date  and  time  on  that  form  were  January  13, 
1992,  1320  hours.  As  part  of  the  OCC  investigation  and  policy  review,  the  OCC  obtained  a 
copy  of  currently  used  SFPD  Forms  from  the  Planning  Division  in  April  1997.  SFPD  Form  25  is 
listed  as  being  current.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  date  on  Form  25  indicates  that  it  was  last 
revised  in  July  1978. 


CASE  INVESTIGATED 
BY  IRENE  RAPOZA 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
REVIEWED  BY: 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
APPROVED  BY: 


DIRECTOR 


DATE:  December  29,  1997 
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Bureau  of  Identification 


SFPD-  25  ( 8/78) 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  176-97 

SUBJECT:  Need  for:  (a)  a tracking  system  to  determine  the  date  and  time  that 

stolen  vehicle  reports  are  forwarded  to  the  Auto  Statis  Unit  by 
members  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  and  (b)  a process  to 
expedite  entry  of  stolen  vehicle  information  into  the  computer 
system. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The  OCC  recommends  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  develop  a tracking 
system  (e.g.,  log)  that  permits  easy  determination  of  the  date  and  time  that  stolen  vehicle  incident 
reports  are  forwarded  by  members  of  the  Department  to  the  Auto  Statis  Unit  for  computer  entry. 
Additionally,  it  is  recommended  that  the  Department  develop  a schedule  for  entry  of  stolen 
vehicle  information  by  civilian  employees  who  input  such  information  into  the  computer  system. 
A routine  and  brief  period  of  time  (e.g.,  within  24  hours  of  reporting)  should  be  established 
between  notification  of  a stolen  vehicle  and  entry  of  that  information  into  the  computer  system. 

An  inability  to  determine  when  a report  is  forwarded  to  Auto  Statis  by  a member  of  the 
Department  hinders  a civilian  reportee’s  ability  to  locate  information  as  well  as  disadvantaging 
the  Department  in  its  ability  to  determine  if  members  are  complying  with  reporting  and 
processing  requirements  that  include  requiring  a member  to  immediately  send  copies  of  reports 
to  Auto  Statis.  In  addition,  readily  accessing  information  regarding  stolen  vehicles  in  the 
computer  system  is  important  to  efficient  police  work  and  for  a variety  of  actions  that  flow  from 
such  information,  such  as  notifying  a reportee  of  vehicle  recovery,  waiver  of  certain  fees  or  fines 
(e.g.,  tow,  DPT),  and  possible  insurance  problems. 

BACKGROUND: 

The  complainant  in  this  case  reported  that  her  vehicle  had  been  stolen  by  calling  the 
Teleserve  Unit.  A civilian  dispatcher  forwarded  the  reportee  to  an  officer  to  complete  a Vehicle 
Incident  Report.  This  report  was  completed  and  approved  by  a sergeant,  after  which  it  was  sent 
to  the  Auto  Statis  Unit  and  forwarded  for  filing  in  the  Records  Room.  After  several  weeks  had 
passed  since  the  original  report  was  made,  the  complainant  contacted  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  to  determine  the  status  of  its  investigation.  The  complainant  was  informed  that  her 
vehicle  was  not  reported  as  stolen  within  the  computer  system  but  as  towed  for  being  improperly 
parked.  Her  vehicle  had  been  towed  after  the  complainant  had  reported  her  vehicle  stolen.  She 
had  not  been  notified  that  her  car  was  recovered. 
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The  complainant  was  required  to  verify  that  she  had  reported  the  vehicle  stolen  prior  to  it 
being  towed  to  obtain  a fee  waiver  to  retrieve  her  vehicle.  Another  officer  searched  for  and 
located  the  original  report  that  was  made  within  a large  volume  of  other  paperwork.  The  stolen 
vehicle  report  had  not  been  entered  into  the  computer  system. 

CASE  INVESTIGATED 
BY  HELEN  GARZA 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
REVIEWED  BY: 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
APPROVED  BY: 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  NO.  320-96 


SUBJECT:  RECOVERY  & RELEASE  OF  VEHICLES  AT  CITY  TOW 

Recommendation : 

It  is  recommended  that  the  S.F.P.D.  develop  a comprehensive 
written  policy  for  the  release  of  vehicles  which  have  been 
reported  stolen  and  are  subsequently  recovered.  It  is 
further  recommended  that  the  Department  develop  and 
implement  the  Mayor's  concept  of  a "One-Stop  Shop"  so  that 
citizens  can  complete  all  of  the  transactions  related  to 
their  recovered  stolen  cars  and  other  impoundment  issues  in 
one  location. 

Background : 

In  OCC  complaint  number  320-96,  the  complainant  went  to  City 
Tow  to  pick  up  her  car,  which  her  daughter  had  mistakenly 
reported  stolen  the  day  before.  The  lack  of  comprehensive 
written  policy  detailing  the  requirements  for  release  of 
stolen  vehicles,  combined  with  unclear  personnel  assignments 
for  conducting  the  activities  required  for  the  release  of 
vehicles  caused  an  unnecessary  delay  in  processing  the 
complainant ' s vehicle . 

Several  units  are  involved  in  the  processing  of  stolen 
vehicles,  including  Auto  Statis,  Auto  Detail  and 
Communications.  During  the  OCC  investigation,  it  was 
discovered  that  there  is  confusion  between  the  units  as  to 
how  the  processing  of  recovered  stolen  vehicles  is  intended 
to  work.  The  OCC  strongly  encourages  the  Department  to 
implement  a policy  outlining  the  responsibilities  and  duties 
of  all  involved  parties. 


Investigated  by:  Reviewed  by: 


Investigator 


Sr.  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


Chief  Investigator 


-50- 


' 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  # 572-95 


SUBJECT:  Collection  of  evidence  at  homicide  and  other  crime  scenes  and 

disseminating  information  obtained  in  interviews  immediately  at  the  crime  scene. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  in  crime  scenes  in  which  the  cause  of  death  may  be  in  dispute, 
homicide  inspectors,  inspectors  from  crime  scene  investigations  and  the  medical 
examiners  office  collect  all  evidence  which  could  possibly  have  had  an  impact.  To 
ensure  complete  evidence  collection,  it  may  be  necessary  to  have  homicide  inspectors 
review  the  crime  scene  before  crime  scene  inspectors  leave  the  scene. 

It  is  also  recommended  that  as  interviews  are  conducted  in  death  and  other  serious 
cases,  any  information  learned  in  the  interviews  which  could  be  relevant  to  the  crime 
scene  inspectors,  medical  examiner’s  investigators,  and  others  collecting  evidence  be 
relayed  to  them  immediately. 

While  these  recommendations  do  place  additional  burdens  upon  the  inspectors 
conducting  an  investigation,  the  recommendation  is  made  because  investigation  of  this 
case  revealed  that  there  was  no  communication  of  many  important  facts  relevant  to 
decisions  regarding  evidence  collection  during  the  critical  period  that  evidence  was 
being  collected. 

BACKS.RQJJ.NP: 

In  the  case  at  hand,  an  in-custody  death  case,  a surgical  mask  which  had  been  placed 
upon  the  suspect  during  the  arrest  was  not  collected  by  either  the  medical  examiner’s 
inspectors  or  the  crime  scene  investigators.  The  van  in  which  the  mask  had  been  left 
was  washed  out  a few  days  after  the  incident  and  the  mask  was  finally  discarded.  The 
inspector  in  charge  of  collecting  evidence  was  not  initially  informed  of  relevant  facts 
which  may  have  influenced  the  gathering  of  evidence,  including: 

1 . that  the  suspect  had  been  pepper  sprayed  during  the  arrest  process; 

2.  the  specific  circumstances  involving  the  mask,  i.e.  that  the  mask  was  placed  upon 
the  suspect  during  the  arrest  and  was  not  debris  left  behind  by  medical  personnel. 

The  information  regarding  the  use  of  pepper  spray  was  learned  by  homicide  inspectors 
interviewing  involved  officers  at  the  death  scene,  concurrent  with  the  evidence  collection 
process,  but  was  not  relayed  to  those  who  were  collecting  evidence  at  the  time.  This 
lack  of  knowledge  was  cited  by  the  crime  scene  inspector  as  a factor  in  his  decision  not 
to  secure  the  mask  at  the  scene  as  evidence. 

' ')y:  Approved  by: 


BARBARA  ATTAR D JOHN  PARKER 

Acting  Special  Assistant  Chief  Investigator 


Director 


-51- 


POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  # 20-96 


SUBJECT.  Maintaining  control  of  civilians  who  ride-along  with  police  officers  to 
prevent  harrassment  of  persons  who  are  engaged  by  the  officers. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  officers  monitor  persons  who  accompany  them  on  ride-alongs 
and  curtail  any  inappropriate  verbal  or  physical  engagement  by  “ride-alongs”  of  persons 
subject  to  police  action.  If  the  person  riding  along  refuses  to  stop  the  inappropriate 
conduct,  officers  should  take  measures  as  soon  as  practicable  to  terminate  the  ride- 
along. 

It  is  also  recommended  that  persons  completing  a “Ride-along  Request  and  Review” 
form  be  required  to  sign  a statement  that  admonishes  them  that  they  are  required,  as 
officers  are,  “to  treat  the  public  with  courtesy  and  respect  and  not  use  harsh,  profane  or 
uncivil  language.” 

BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  at  hand,  the  complainant  was  detained  by  undercover  officers  who  observed 
that  she  had  a remarkable  likeness  to  a wanted  suspect.  When  it  was  determined  that 
the  woman  was  not  the  subject  of  the  officers’  warrant,  the  handcuffs  were  removed  and 
she  was  allowed  to  leave.  The  officers  had  with  them,  as  ride-alongs,  three  people 
who  were  involved  in  a locally  filmed  television  series.  The  complainant  stated  that  she 
was  traumatized  because  she  initially  believed  that  she  was  being  attacked  by  “thugs.” 
She  alleged  that  she  was  laughed  at  and  taunted,  and  repeatedly  called  by  the  name  of 
the  suspect.  She  was  unable  to  determine  whether  the  persons  taunting  her  were 
officers  or  the  ride-along  passengers.  The  officers  denied  engaging  in  the  alleged 
behavior,  and  denied  hearing  their  ride-along  passengers  do  so  as  well.  No 
independent  witnesses  to  the  alleged  incident  could  be  located. 


^BARBARA  ATTARD  JOHN  PARKER 

Acting  Special  Assistant  Chief  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


Director 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  #587-96 


SUBJECT  Update  of  Department  General  Order  6.15  to  include  language  of 


RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  SFPD  update  Department  General  Order  6.15  (Property 
Processing)  to  include  the  language  of  the  relevant  state  statute  regarding  property 
receipts.  It  is  recommended  that  the  language  of  Penal  Code  §1535  be  quoted 
verbatim  in  General  Order  6.15,  Section  III.A.1.,  which  addresses  the  Property  Receipt 
Form  (SFPD  315).  Currently,  the  order  only  addresses  taking  property  from  a person. 
Penal  Code  §1535  specifically  addresses  property  taken  under  authority  of  a search 
warrant.  The  statute  requires  that  officers  leave  a receipt  for  the  property  to  the  person 
from  whom  it  was  taken,  or  in  the  absence  of  any  person,  the  receipt  must  be  left  in  the 
place  where  the  property  was  found. 


BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  in  which  this  issue  was  brought  forward,  the  complainant’s  home  was 
searched  under  authority  of  a warrant  while  the  complainant  was  at  work.  Other  family 
members  were  present  at  the  home  when  the  officers  conducted  the  search.  An  old  rifle 
was  found  in  a hall  closet  near  the  complainant’s  bedroom.  No  one  in  the  house 
claimed  ownership  of  the  rifle.  The  officer  did  not  issue  a receipt  for  the  rifle  but, 
instead,  gave  a family  member  his  business  card  with  a description  of  the  rifle  written 
on  the  back.  The  officer  listed  the  rifle  as  evidence  in  the  Incident  Report.  The  OCC 
has  made  findings  about  the  officer’s  conduct.  However,  during  the  investigation  a lack 
of  specificity  in  the  General  Order,  compared  to  the  state  law  provision,  was  revealed. 


Investigated  by: 


Penal  Code  §1535. 


Investigator 


Acting  Special  Assistant 


Approved  by: 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  No.  25-96 


RECOMMENDATION 

It  is  recommended  that  the  language  in  General  Order  6.18,  Section  I.  A.  2.  be  changed  so 
that  a person  will  not  be  dissuaded  from  making  reports  of  criminal  activity  based  on  their 
personal  status.  Changing  this  language  would  prevent  victimization  of  a segment  of  the 
population  which  may  not  report  crimes  because  its  members  fear  being  apprehended  on 
unrelated  matters. 

Department  General  Order  6.18,  Warrant  Arrests,  Section  I.  A.  2,  should  be  amended  to  add 
the  following  language: 


2.  OPTIONAL.  Officers  may  make  a warrant  check  in  the  following  instances: 


a.  When  a person  is  under  investigation  for  a criminal  offense  and  the  officer 
has  reason  to  believe  that  the  person  may  have  an  outstanding  warrant. 


b.  Prior  to  releasing  any  person  for  whom  a field  interrogation  card  is  made, 
provided  that  it  can  be  completed  in  a reasonable  period  of  time. 

c.  During  the  course  of  a criminal  investigation  in  which  the  person  is  a 
suspect  or  has  an  identifiable  connection  to  a suspect  or  to  the  crime 
which  is  being  investigated. 


BACKGROUND 

In  the  case  at  hand,  the  complainant’s  grandson  witnessed  a hit  and  run  accident  involving 
the  complainant’s  car.  The  complainant  and  her  grandson  went  to  Potrero  Station  to  file  a 
report  on  the  accident.  The  officer  who  assisted  the  complainant  and  her  grandson  at 
Potrero  Station  ran  a random  warrant  check  on  the  complainant’s  grandson  who  happened 
to  have  a $200  warrant  for  failure  to  pay  restitution  on  a traffic  warrant. 
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Investigation/Recommendation  by: 


Reviewed  by: 

CHARLES  GALLMAN 
Senior  Investigator 


BARBARA  ATTARD 
Special  Assistant 


Approved  by: 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCCXASE  NCUS9-96 


SUBJECT:  Revision  of  Department  General  Order  10.08  to  include 

language  of  Department  Bulletin  94-109  and  in  Department  Bulletin  95-277 

RECOMMENDATION 

It  is  recommended  that  the  directives  outlined  in  Department  Bulletin  94-109  and 
in  Department  Bulletin  95-277  be  incorporated  into  General  Order  10.08,  “Use  of 
Computers,”  therefore  placing  these  directives  into  the  permanent  set  of  orders. 
Department  Bulletin  94-109  has  expired  and  Department  Bulletin  95-277  will 
expire  later  this  year.  It  is  further  recommended  that  specific  language  be  written 
into  the  order  requiring  officers  to  log  off  the  criminal  information  systems 
computers  after  completing  their  queries. 

BACKGROUND: 

In  the  case  which  brought  this  issue  forward,  several  officers  admitted  that  they 
do  not  log  off  after  making  queries  on  the  California  Law  Enforcement 
Telecommunications  System  (CLETS)  and  Computer  Assisted  Bay  Area  Law 
Enforcement  (CABLE)  computer.  They  normally  log  on  at  the  beginning  of  their 
shifts,  and  log  off  at  the  end.  Although  Department  Bulletin  94-109  instructs 
officers  regarding  logging  on  and  off  the  computer,  officer  testimony  established 
these  directives  are  not  universally  followed  and  should  be  reissued. 


Investigated  By:  ” 1 “ Written  By: 


Blanche  Blachman 
Senior  Investigator 


Acting  Special  Assistant 


Approved  By: 


Ma^y  C.  Dunlap/  Date 
Director 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  Case  Number  23-96 


SUBJECT:  Participation  in  Criminal  Investigations 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Members  who  have  a specific  personal  interest  in  a criminal  investigation 
should  be  prohibited  from:  1)  conducting  such  an  investigation,  and  2) 
using  Department  resources  to  aid  such  an  investigation. 

BACKGROUND: 

After  learning  that  his  car  registration  had  expired,  an  officer  obtained  his 
vehicle’s  DMV  information  through  a Department  police  computer.  This 
information  stated  that  his  vehicle  was  registered  to  an  out-of-state  car 
dealership.  While  on  duty,  the  officer  telephoned  the  owner  of  the 
dealership  and,  with  his  supervisor’s  approval,  conducted  a criminal 
investigation  which  included  faxing  DMV  information  to  the  dealership. 
The  owner  of  the  dealership  filed  a citizen’s  complaint  against  this  officer 
for,  among  other  allegations,  improper  use  of  Department  property  for 
personal  use  while  on  duty.  Further  investigation  revealed  a DMV  clerical 
error  as  the  source  of  the  expired  registration. 

In  order  to  insure  that  all  criminal  investigations  are  conducted  in  an 
objective  and  professional  manner,  the  Department  should  prohibit 
members  with  any  specific  interest  in  an  investigation  from  conducting 
that  investigation  and  using  Department  resources  to  aid  such  an 
investigation. 

Dated:  June  . 1997 

Investigated  and  Written  By:  Reviewed  By:: 


Approved  By: 


Director 
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POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASE  #271-97 


SUBJECT : Notification  to  persons  entering  police  facilities  that  they  are  subject  to 


RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Department  establish  a method  to  inform  individuals 
entering  any  police  department  facility  that  they  are  subject  to  a pat-search  of  their  person 
and/or  a search  of  their  belongings.  This  method  may  include  posted  warnings  and/or  verbal 
advisement  by  members  to  those  entering  the  facility. 


BACKGROUND: 

In  this  case,  the  complainant  went  to  a district  station  to  report  being  threatened.  The 
complainant  was  allowed  by  an  officer  to  enter  an  interview  room  adjacent  to  the  lobby. 
Immediately  upon  entry,  the  officer  conducted  a full  pat-search  of  the  complainant.  The 
complainant  said  that  he  was  not  told  he  would  be  searched  and  questioned  why  it  would  be 
necessary  to  be  searched  prior  to  making  a police  report.  The  officer  reported  to  the  OCC  that 
such  a search  may  have  taken  place  and  would  have  been  done  for  officer  safety  reasons. 

Understandably,  anyone  who  enters  a police  facility  has  a highly  limited  expectation  of 
privacy.  Officers  should  be  aware  of  all  persons  who  enter  their  work  environment  and  officers 
have  a duty  to  ensure  the  safety  of  everyone  inside  police  buildings.  Fulfillment  of  this  duty 
may  require  searches  of  people  and  their  belongings  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  weapons 
or  contraband  into  the  facility.  To  prevent  any  misunderstanding  or  miscommunication  with 
visitors,  and  especially  crime  victims,  a verbal  and/or  posted  advisement  to  visitors  that  they 
are  subject  to  a search  should  help  to  avert  conflict  should  an  officer  choose  to  conduct  a 
search. 


Prepared  by  Reviewed  by: 


search. 


Investigator 


Senior  Investigator 


Reviewed  by: 


Approved  by: 


Acting  Special  Assistant  XIII 


■ 


OFFICER  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  Case  No.  326-97 


SUBJECT : Creation  of  a written  policy  governing  officers  driving  vehicles  of 

detainees  and  suspects  in  circumstances  in  which  there  is  no  intention  to 
tow  the  vehicle. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

It  is  recommended  that  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  develop  a policy  providing 
officers  with  guidelines  regarding  when  to  move  civilians’  cars  in  situations  in  which  the 
officers  do  not  intend  to  tow  the  vehicle,  e.g.  detentions.  The  procedure  should  include  a 
specific  set  of  circumstances  under  which  moving  the  vehicle  would  be  permitted,  with  a 
supervisor's  approval.  The  policy  should  mandate  that  the  reasons  for  moving  the  car  and 
the  name  of  the  approving  supervisor  be  documented  in  an  incident  report. 


BACKGROUND: 

In  a recent  OCC  case,  the  driver  and  the  passengers  of  a vehicle  were  detained  and 
transported  to  the  police  station  for  further  investigation.  There  was  no  legal  parking 
available  at  the  scene  of  the  traffic  stop,  and  the  tow  of  the  car  appeared  unwarranted  at  the 
time.  An  officer  moved  the  vehicle  to  Taraval  Station.  Although  a supervisor  authorized 
moving  of  the  vehicle,  the  officer  neither  documented  the  authorization  nor  gave  an 
explanation  for  moving  the  car  in  the  related  incident  report. 


Investigated  by: 

Sergei  Litvinov 
OCC  Investigator 

Reviewed  by: 

Barbara  Attard 
Acting  Special  Assistant 


Reviewed  by: 


Diana  Christensen 
Senior  Investigator 

Authorized  by. 


o 


Mary  C.  Dunlap' 
Director 


Date 
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OFFICE  OF  CITIZEN  COMPLAINTS 
POLICY  RECOMMENDATION 
OCC  CASES  NO.  135-97.  210-97 


SUBJECT:  Revision  of  Department  Bulletin  97-100  (also  issued  as  DB  96- 
170),  which  sets  Department  policy  on  citations  for  violations 
of  Park  Code  Section  3.12. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

Department  Bulletin  97-100  is  inconsistent  with  the  Park  Code  and, 
therefore,  is  misleading.  Accordingly,  Department  Bulletin  97-100  should  be 
suspended  for  a period  of  time  sufficient  to  enable  the  Department  to  draft 
guidelines  that  conform  to  the  provisions  of  Section  3.12  of  the  Park  Code.  The 
guidelines  should  emphasize  that  the  hallmark  of  a campsite  is  a structure  or 
tent,  and  the  guidelines  should  state  that,  absent  such  a structure,  sleeping  or 
sitting  on  a sleeping  bag  in  the  park  is  not  a violation  of  Park  Code  Section  3.12. 

Section  3.12  of  the  Park  Code  states: 

No  person  shall  construct  or  maintain  any  building, 
structure,  tent  or  any  other  thing  in  any  park  that  may 
be  used  for  housing  accommodations  or  for  camping. 

The  language  of  the  quoted  section  sets  forth  two  elements  that  an  officer 
must  find  before  issuing  a citation  for  a violation  of  Section  3.12  of  the  Park 
Code.  These  elements  are:  (1)  the  act  of  construction  or  maintenance,  and  (2) 
the  presence  of  a building  or  structure  that  may  be  used  for  housing 
accommodations  or  for  camping. 

Department  Bulletin  97-100  contains  broad  language  that  far  exceeds  the 
parameters  of  the  Park  Code  (see  attached  bulletin).  DB  97-100  reads,  in  part: 

[A]  person  is  ‘camping’  when  it  reasonably  appears,  in 
light  of  all  the  circumstances,  that  a person  is  using 
the  area  as  a living  accommodation. 

This  language  gives  officers  discretion  beyond  the  terms  of  the  Park 
Code,  and  invites  them  to  take  into  account  circumstances  and  factors  that  are 
outside  the  authority  of  Section  3.12.  Officers  have  interpreted  Department 
Bulletin  97-100  to  authorize  the  consideration  of  circumstances  such  as  the 
person’s  history  of  homelessness,  the  person’s  appearance,  the  person’s 
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associations  with  individuals  known  by  officers  to  be  homeless,  and  the  fact  that 
the  person  has  “camped”  in  another  park  at  another  time.  The  Police 
Department  should  draft  a policy  that  makes  it  clear  that  officers  may  not 
consider  factors  that  have  no  bearing  on  whether  an  individual  is  camping  within 
the  meaning  of  Section  3.12,  and  that  officers  may  not  use  factors  such  as 
history  of  or  association  with  homelessness  to  determine  violations  of  the  Park 
Code. 


The  guidelines  also  should  be  drafted  to  emphasize  that  sleeping  or  lying 
in  a sleeping  bag  does  not  violate  the  Park  Code.  Department  Bulletin  97-100 
lists  three  factors  that  may  be  used  to  determine  whether  an  individual  is 
camping.  One  of  them  is  “[t]he  maintenance  of  bedding,  sleeping  bags  or  other 
personal  property  for  the  purpose  of  sleeping  overnight."  Sleeping  in  the  park 
during  the  daytime  is  not  a violation  of  Park  Code  Section  3.12.  Another  section 
of  the  Park  Code  --  Section  3.13  - specifically  prohibits  sleeping  in  the  park  from 
10  p.m.  to  6 a.m.,  and  does  not  prohibit  sleeping  outside  of  those  hours.  The  fact 
that  an  individual  is  sleeping  or  lying  on  a sleeping  bag  or  the  like  should  not  in 
itself  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  a person  is  in  violation  of  Park  Code  Section 
3.12. 


Another  of  the  factors  listed  in  the  Department  Bulletin  97-100  similarly 
exceeds  the  scope  of  Park  Code  Section  3.12.  Officers  are  permitted  to  take 
into  account  whether  an  individual  is  “[mjaking  a fire,  using  cooking  utensils, 
cooking  or  preparing  food  on  a continuous  basis,  that  is,  for  more  than  an 
afternoon  or  evening."  Section  3.12  contains  no  reference  to  the  act  of  cooking 
or  making  a fire;  such  acts  do  not,  by  themselves,  violate  that  provision  of  the 
Park  Code. 

Furthermore,  Park  Code  Section  3.12  states  that  “no  person  shall 
construct  or  maintain”  any  structure  that  may  be  used  for  housing  or  camping. 
Therefore,  the  guidelines  should  direct  the  officer  to  determine  whether  the 
person  being  cited  is  in  fact  the  person  responsible  for  the  construction  or 
maintenance  of  that  structure.  The  policy  should  clarify  that  sitting  or  lying  near 
a campsite  or  associating  with  individuals  who  are  homeless  and/or  camping 
does  not  constitute  “camping"  within  the  meaning  of  Section  3.12  of  the  Park 
Code. 


BACKGROUND: 

In  two  recent  OCC  cases,  individuals  were  cited  for  “camping,”  a violation 
of  Park  Code  3.12,  while  lying  on  sleeping  bags  during  the  daytime.  In  one  case, 
the  complainant  told  the  officer  that  he  was  not  homeless,  and  provided  an 
address  for  himself.  The  complainant,  who  said  he  had  been  homeless  in  the 
past,  stated  that  he  was  napping  while  visiting  with  friends  in  a park.  Those 
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friends  told  the  OCC  that  they  were  homeless,  but  stated  that  they  did  not  stay  in 
that  particular  location  overnight.  In  neither  of  the  two  cases  of  citations  for 
‘‘camping”  was  there  evidence  of  a tent  or  any  other  camping  structure. 

The  citing  officer  told  the  OCC  that  he  did  not  recall  the  specific  citation 
incidents.  When  questioned  about  factors  that  led  to  the  citations,  he  cited  his 
authority  under  Department  Bulletin  97-100  to  take  into  account  “maintenance  of 
bedding,  sleeping  bags  or  other  personal  property,”  as  well  as  other 
“circumstances”  not  specified  in  the  bulletin,  to  determine  that  a person  is  in 
violation  of  Park  Code  3.12.  The  officer  is  an  experienced  officer  who  regularly 
patrols  the  park.  He  and  his  partner,  who  was  also  interviewed  in  these  cases, 
interpret  Department  Bulletin  97-100  to  include  in  the  citation  decision-making 
process  factors  such  as  the  officer’s  prior  knowledge  of  the  person’s  history  of 
homelessness,  the  person’s  appearance,  the  person’s  associations  with 
individuals  known  to  be  homeless,  the  fact  that  the  individual  has  “camped”  in 
another  park  at  another  time,  the  individual’s  continuing  or  repeated  presence  in 
the  park,  the  presence  of  food  items  near  the  blankets,  and  the  presence  of 
clothing  and  other  personal  items.  While  Department  Bulletin  97-100  is  being 
read  by  at  least  some  officers  to  mean  that  such  considerations  are  allowable, 
they  are  clearly  not  within  the  scope  of  Park  Code  3.12,  which  is  the  controlling 
authority. 


Rpvipwpri  hv- 


OCC  Investigator 


Senior  Investigator 


Authorized  by: 
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DEFINITIONS  OF  ALLEGATIONS 


Unnecessary  Force  (UF) : Any  use  of  force  which  exceeds  the  level  of  force 

reasonably  needed  to  perform  a necessary  police  action. 

Unwarranted  Action  (UA)  : An  act  or  action  not  necessitated  by  circumstances 

or  which  does  not  effect  a legitimate  police  purpose. 

Conduct  Reflecting  Discredit  (CRD):  An  act  or  action  which,  by  its  nature, 

reflects  badly  on  the  Department  and  undermines  public  confidence. 

Neglect  of  Duty  (ND)  : Failure  to  take  action  when  some  action  is  required  under 

the  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Racial  Slur  (RS)  : Behavior  or  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  race  or  ethnicity. 

Sexual  Slur  (SS) : Behavior  or  the  use  of  language  meant  to  belittle  or  defame 

because  of  sex  or  sexual  orientation. 

Discourtesy  (D)  : Behavior  or  language  commonly  known  to  cause  offense,  including 

the  use  of  profanity. 


DEFINITIONS  OF  FINDINGS 


Sustained  (S)  : A preponderance  of  the  evidence  proved  that  the  conduct 
complained  of  did  occur,  and  that  using  as  a standard  the  applicable  regulations 
of  the  Department,  the  conduct  was  improper. 

Not  Sustained  (NS) : The  investigation  failed  to  disclose  sufficient  evidence  to 
either  prove,  or  disprove  the  allegation  made  in  the  complaint. 

Proper  Conduct  (PC) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  which  provided  the  basis 
for  the  allegations  occurred;  however,  such  acts  were  justified,  lawful,  and 
proper . 

Unfounded  (U) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  acts  alleged  in  the  complaint  did 
not  occur,  or  that  the  named  member  was  not  involved  in  the  acts  alleged. 

Policy  Failure  (PF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  act  by  the  member  was 
justified  by  Departmental  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation;  however,  the  OCC 
recommends  a change  in  the  particular  policy,  procedure,  or  regulation. 

Supervision  Failure  (SF) : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  were 
the  result  of  inadequate  supervision  when  viewed  in  light  of  applicable  law; 
training;  and  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Training  Failure  (TF)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  was  the 
result  of  inadequate  or  inappropriate  training;  or  a absence  of  training  when 
viewed  in  light  of  Departmental  policy  and  procedure. 

Information  Only  (IO)  : The  evidence  proved  that  the  action  complained  of  did  not 
involve  a sworn  member  of  the  Department;  or  that  the  action  described  was  so 
obviously  imaginary  that  their  occurrence  is  not  admissible  by  any  competent 
authority.  Information  Only  allegations  are  not  counted  as  complaints  against 
sworn  members  of  the  Department.  Complaints  against  non- sworn  employees  of  the 
Department  are  referred  to  Management  Control  Division.  Complaints  against 
employees  of  other  agencies,  are  referred  to  the  appropriate  agency. 

No  Finding  (NF)  : The  complainant  failed  to  provide  additional  requested 
evidence,  the  complainant  requested  a withdrawal  of  the  complaint,  or  the  officer 
is  no  longer  available  and  subject  to  Department  discipline. 

Mediation  (M) : By  mutual  agreement  of  the  complainant  and  the  accused  member, 
the  complaint  was  mediated  and  resolved  in  a non-disciplinary  manner. 
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